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DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


FRIDAY, JULY 6, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE-ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Richard B. Russell temporarily presiding. 

Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Russell, Ellender, Hill, 
Robertson, Holland, Saltonstall, Thye, and Dirksen. 

Also present: Senator Anderson. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Farmers’ Home ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF HENRY C. SMITH, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR; 
CHARLES C. BARNARD, DIRECTOR, BUDGET AND STATISTICS 
DIVISION, FARMERS’ HOME ADMINISTRATION; AND JOSEPH C. 
WHEELER, DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND BUDGET OFFICER, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


Senator Russe... This item affects the Farmers’ Home Admin- 
istration. 

We have here Mr. Henry C. Smith, Acting Administrator of that 
organization, Mr. Charles C. Barnard, Director of the Budget and 
Statistics Division, and Mr. Wheeler, of course, who is the overall 
Director of the Budget. 

Mr. Smith, this is an item: for $2,400,000 for additional admin- 
istrative funds? 

At this point in the record, we will insert the justification. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 


Salaries and expenses, Farmers’ Home Administration, 1957 


Bees Gor eee weet TEST... 3 <n ne eno nnee-s-----<-: ..------ $2, 400, 000 
en ne amine awe-we ws aiarse'oi in ao 
Employment: 
Average number involved in this estimate - - - - -- oack 530 
Actual employment May 31, 1956_..------_---- ae 1 11, 387 


1 Includes 6,048 State and county committeemen. 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The proposed 1957 supplemental appropriation includes $1,400,000 for costs in 
connection with amendments to the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Aet, as 
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amended, and $1 million for costs in cgungetion with amendments to, title V of 
the Housing Act of 1949, as amende@:’ Both amounts are contingent upon 
enactment of such amendments now pending in the Congress. H. R. 11544, 
amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, passed the House on June 20, 
1956. §. 3855, amending title V of the Housing Act of 1949, passed the Senate on 
May 24, 1956. H. R. 11544 would substantially broaden the authority for loans 
under both titles I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. and would 
result in a much larger volume of loans. S. 3855 would extend title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949 for an additional 5 years after June 30, 1956, and provides a 
Treasury borrowing authority for building loans of $450 million during the 5-year 
period. The enactment of these or similar bills, plus an added $45 million in direct 
loan funds included by the Congress in the regular Appropriation Act for 1957, is 
expected to result in an increase of about 75 percent in the workload for making 
these types of loans to new borrowers. 


LANGUAGE 


“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries and expenses,’ $2,400,000: Provided, 
That $1,400,000 of this appropriation shall be available only upon enactment into 
law of H. R. 11544, Eighty-fourth Congress, or similar legislation amending the Bank- 
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended; and $1,000,000 shall be available only 
upon enactment into law of S. 3855, Eighty-fourth Congress, or similar legislation 
amending title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended,” 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The language would provide an additional amount for salaries and expenses of 
$2,400,000 in 1957 in connection with the making and servicing of loans under 
titles I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended and title V 
of the Housing Act of 1949 as amended. H. R. 11544 would amend both titles 
I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to broaden the authorities for 
loans, thus increasing the number of farmers eligible for loans, 8. 3855 would 
extend the authority for farm housing loans for a period of 5 years after fiscal 
year 1956, 


Justification for supplemental estimate, fiscal year 1957, for salaries and expenses 


Salaries and expenses: 
Administration of direct and insured loan program: 


I a arch tae mea ein eas $26, 750, 000 
Supplemental estimate, 1957._........-------.-------- 2, 400, 000 


meyaned entimate’ 1067 oa oe nt SE OK 29, 150, 000 


NEED FOR INCREASE 


A substantial increase in the workload at:all levels of operation will result from 
the enactment of H. R. 11544, containing amendments to titles I and II of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, and 8. 3855 extending title V of the Housing 
Act of 1949. The added loan funds required by amendments to title IT of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and for other purposes have been provided in 
the regular Appropriation Act for 1956 which contains an increase above the budg- 
et estimates of $25 million for production and subsistence loans. In addition, the 
act contains a contingency fund of $15 million for production and subsistence loans. 
The increased volume of loans resulting from the amendments to title I of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act will be provided through the existing insured 
loan authority which would be increased from $100 million to $125 million each 
year under the proposed amendments. 

S. 3855 contains an amendment to title V of the Housing Act of 1949 extending 
the authority for farm housing loans for a period of 5 years and authorizing a 
total of $500 million for loans and grants during the period. The bill provides a 
total of $450 million borrowing authorization for building loans under sections 
502, 503, and 504. These funds could be borrowed from the Treasury and would 
not be subject to further authorization from the Congress in annual appropriation 
acts. It is proposed to borrow at least $50 million for use during fiscal year 1957. 
Based on previous average size loans, this amount would provide about 8,300 
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loans. Some of these loans would be made to part-time low-income farmers 
residing in areas designated under the rural development program whenever 
the applicant’s credit needs involve dwellings or other farm building improve- 
ments. It is not proposed to submit an estimate for development and farm 
enlargement loans, or for grants under the appropriation authorization of $50 
million contained in S. 3855 for these purposes during the 5-year period. The 
need for development loans can be handled under title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act. Noappropriation estimate for grants will be submitted because 
previous experience did not indicate any substantial demand that could not be 
met with loans. 

Amendments to title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, contained in 
H. R. 11544, would provide new authority for loans to refinance the existing 
indebtedness of an applicant who is unable to meet the current repayment sched- 
ules of his existing loan, but who can reasonably be expected to work out his 
difficulties if given an opportunity to refinance his indebtedness on a longer term 
basis consistent with his current ability to repay. The bill includes a $50 million 
limitation on the amount of insured loans each fiscal year made for refinancing 
purposes. Currently there has developed a need in many areas of the country 
to assist individual farmers and stockmen through the refinancing of existing 
secured indebtedness as well as some unsecured indebtedness. New authority is 
also provided under both titles I and II to make loans on less than family-type 
farms where an applicant is substantially engaged in farming but requires some 
off-farm income to bring his income to a point where he can provide a decent 
standard of living for himself and family and repay indebtedness on his loan. 
This provision would be very helpful in promoting the purposes of the rural 
development program. 

As a result of the proposed legislative changes and the increased funds avail- 
able for production and subsistence and farm ownership loans, it is anticipated 
that about 4,350 farm ownership loans, 8,300 farm housing loans, and 11,760 
production and subsistence loans will be made over the number contemplated in 
the original budget estimates for 1957 which were based on the loan authoriza- 
tions in the budget estimates and which were not predicated on the enactment 
of additional and broadened legislative authority. These estimates anticipate 
an increase in farm ownership loans under title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act up to a total of $100 million of insured loans, and $24 million of 
direct loans. This is an increase of about $68 million over the amount of loans 
which will be made and insured in 1956, and $50 million over the $55 million 
insured and $19 million direct on which the 1957 budget estimates were based. 
These estimates also anticipate that the entire $180 million for production and 
subsistence loans, including the $15 million contingency, will be obligated in 1957. 

As a part of the increased authorizations for loans contained in the 1957 appro- 
priation act, the Congress also increased the appropriation for salaries. and 
expenses by $345,000 above the budget estimate. The latter increase has been 
taken fully into account in this supplemental estimate of $2,400,000 for salaries 
and expenses. 

PLAN OF WORK 


The impact of the anticipated increase in lending in 1957 would affect the 
operations of the Farmers’ Home Administration at the various levels about as 
follows: 


National office 


The only significant increase required in the national office would be in the 
Operating and Real Estate Loan Branches of the Loan Division. It is expected 
that one additional loan officer would be required in the Operating Loan Branch, 
and two additional loan officers in the Real Estate Loan Branch. In addition 
three additional clerk-stenographers would be required. The loan officers would 
be needed in giving technical advice and assistance to the field offices, and in 
answering the large increase in inquiries that will be received because of the 
increased volume of loans. Little or no increase is anticipated in any of the 
other national office divisions except for possible need for an additional employee 
to contact: private lenders in connection with the insured loan program. 


Finance office 


The Farmers’ Home Administration maintains only one finance office, located 
in St. Louis, Mo. This office handles all of the fiscal and accounting activities 
of the Administration, including all loan accounting, billings, payrolls, ete. 
Some increase would be necessary in this office because of the increased volume 
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of loans. The entire increase, however, would be in clerical staffs particularly 
in the Loan Accounting and Machine Accounting Branches principally engaged 
in processing loans and payments on loans. Some small increase may be needed 
in the Voucher Examination Branch, because of the increased number of loan 
vouchers, and in the payroll unit, because of the added employees included in this 
estimate. The entire increase in the Finance Offiee is estimated at $45,000. 


State office 


The Farmers’ Home Administration maintains 41 State offices serving 1 of 
more States, and the Territories of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. All of 
the farm ownership loans under title I are finally approved in the State offices. 
To handle the added volume of loans, some State offices will need to increase their 
technical staffs by the addition of loan officers and clerks. The farm loan officer 
would be responsible for approving loans, or for making a close examination of 
each docket so as to properly recommend approval by others. In addition, his 
duties would include assistance to county offices and the handling of problem 
situations which inevitably arise. 

At the present time, the Farmers’ Home Administration has no engineering 
services in 12 of its 41 State offices. Engineers are used as technical consultants 
for farm ownership loans as well as soil and water conservation loans. Most of 
these types of loans involve some kind of ecns*ruction, and technical assistance 
is needed to secure accurate construction estimates, to check building plans and 
specifications for minimum standards of construction, to give guidance to the 
county offices in the necessary inspection during the construction and to safeguard 
the Government’s interest. It is proposed to add a sufficient number of engineers 
to provide this service through all State offices though some of the service may 
be provided by engineers working across State lines. The total personal services 
and travel costs for all the added assistance at State offices would be about 
$180,000, an increase of about 5 percent. 


County offices 


The major portion of the salaries and expenses increase would be utilized to 
strengthen the staffs of existing county offices, and to open additional county 
offices where necessary to properly handle the added volume and to safeguard the 
Government’s interest. The Farmers’ Home Administration’s policy has been 
to decentralize loan-making and servicing activities to the county offices to the 
greatest extent possible. Most of the operating loans are approved by county 
supervisors, and all loans are originally worked up and docketed by the county 
supervisors. Some of the larger operating loans and all of the title I loans are 
finally approved in the State offices. 

In addition to the actual increased volume of loans that will be made, the enact- 
ment of the proposed legislation will result in a tremendous increase in the number 
of inquiries from farmers and ranchers and in the number of applicants for loans, 
many of whom will prove to be ineligible. The added volume of loans will repre- 
sent an increase of about 75 percent in the workload for making these types of 
loans to new borrowers and, of course, will result in an added number of loans 
outstanding which must be serviced in future years. A part of the added volume 
can be absorbed through the existing organization, but generally only when the 
increased volume is experienced in some of the offices which presently have a 
relative low borrower load. The balance of the increased workload must be 
provided for through increased county office personnel, both county supervisors 
and clerks. Based on the 1957 budget estimates, the average county supervisor 
or assistant county supervisor would be servicing a weighted workload equivalent, 
of about 203 borrowers with adjustment type production and subsistence loans 
outstanding. This weighted-average number takes into consideration the relative 
amount of work involved in making and servicing one type of loan as compared 
to another. This workload could be handled more adequately if the workload 
were distributed evenly among the county supervisors and assistants. However, 
even on that basis, this number represents a heavy average load considering the 
very essential need to render technical assistance to many borrowers in farm and 
home planning and in the actual operation of their farms. The farm and home 
planning assistance and guidance rendered to borrowers represents the chief safe- 
guard necessary to assure the success of the borrower and the eventual repayment 
of the loan. The increase of $345,000 contained in the appropriation act, plus the 
amount of $2,400,000 contained in this estimate, will provide personnel in county 
offices so that the average weighted workload per county supervisor and assistant 
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in 1957 will be about 214. While this number is greater than at present, it is 
believed that the increase can be absorbed by the fact that some of the loans will 
be made in county offices where the present workload is not unduly large. 

In all of its activities, the Farmers’ Home Administration is estimated to have a 
principal balance of direct and insured loans outstanding on June 30, 1956, of 
about $935 million, representing the accounts of about 170,000 active borrowers 
and 110,000 borrowers who have received loans in the past, but who are not now 
actively farming with the loan funds, but continue to owe balances which are 
being collected, compromised, or adjusted as rapidly as possible. 

It is estimated that about 356 man-years of additional county supervisors 
and assistants, and 94 man-years of additional clerical assistance will be needed 
in the fiscal year 1957 to process and service the added volume of loans. Included 
in this estimate is the possible opening of an additional 30 county offices through- 
out the county in areas of greatest need. 


County committees 


All of the loans of the Farmers’ Home Administration are reviewed by county 
committees, consisting of 3 members, at last 2 of whom must be active farmers 
in the community. County committeemen are compensated at $5 per day, plus 
$2. in lieu of travel and subsistence. Considering the number of the additional 
loans that could be reviewed at meetings which would otherwise be held, it is 
estimated that the increased cost included in this estimate would be about $55,000. 
County committeemen in the case of title I loans are required to certify to the 
reasonable value of the farm as well as to the eligibility of the applicant within the 
eligibility requirements established in the statute. 


FARMERS’ HomME ADMINISTRATION 


~ 
‘ 


Loan authorizations and appropriations, 1956-4 


{In millions] 


1957 estimate 








| 
1956 | As proposed | 
in budget Present 
| (on basis of | estimate ! 
| existing 
| legislation) | 
a rs a cls a ace cniall 
} } | 
Farm ownership loans- | | 
Re aes oath — $19.0 | $19.0 | $24. 0 
Insured She aaa nen Sake Meas | 39.0 | 55.0 | 100. 0 
E Total, farm ownership loans- - - at Sida | 58.0 | 74.0 | 124.0 
Farm housing loans (direct) ---- Sofas ete | & 0 t. 2 50.0 
Total, farm ownership and farm housing loans._-.--- - 63.0 74.0 | 174.0 
Production and subsistence loans (direct) iss de anal 137.5 | 140. 0 3180.0 
Soil and water conservation loans: 
a : s 1.5 5.5 5.5 
Insured ____--- a | 10.5 25.0 25.0 
Total, soil and water conservation loans- --- 12.0 30.5 | 30.5 
Total loans: | 
= ae ee Joe a 163. 0 164.5 259. 5 
Ieee ee ee oo olathe 49.5 80.0 125.0 
pe Ee eee wcskouseeee 212.5 244. 5 384. 5 
Salaries and expenses: 
Regular bill iota Ba 3 26.3 | 26.4 | 26.8 
Supplemental. as - 2. 4 
Total, salaries and expemses------------- Suis wadaran 26.3 26.4 | 29. 2 


| Based on H. R. 11544 (amendments to Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act) as reported by House com- 
— S. 3855 (amendments to Housing Act of 1949) as passed by Senate; and 1957 Agricultural Appropria- 
tion Act. 

2S. 3855 as passed by the Senate makes $450 million available for loans for a period of 5 years under the 
Farm Housing Act of 1949, as amended, without further action by Congress. It is proposed to use $50 
million of this amount in 1957. 

3 Includes $15 million contingency authorization in 1957 Appropriation Act 
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REAL ESTATE LENDING PROGRAM 


Senator Russet. Is this appropriation sought to administer the 
funds carried in the regular appropriation bill, or does it look to the 
enactment of other legislation? 

Mr. Smiru. It looks toward the enactment of other legislation, Mr. 
Chairman. I have here some summary sheets, several copies that 
summarize, I believe, very briefly what is involved. 

The estimate contemplates the enactment of some amendments 
to the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act that will expand considerably 
the real estate lending program under title I of that act. 

Mr. Chairman, you wil] find that increase in the item opposite total 
farm ownership loans on the sheet I gave you, sir. That increases 
from $74 million the amount that was estimated in the 1957 budget 
to $124 million based on the amendments. 

Senator Russety. What other items are involved? 


FARM HOUSING LOANS 


Mr. Smirn. The other item is with respect to farm housing loans. 

The 1957 budget did not carry any estimate for farm housing loans. 
The Housing Act has been passed by the Senate and is now pending 
in the House. We contemplate making about $50 million worth of 
farm housing loans in 1957. 

Senator Russeuu. Are both these items included in the Housing Act? 

Mr. Smit. Just one of them. 

Senator RusseE.u. The other is separate legislation? 

Mr. Smitrx. That is right. 

Senator Russe.u. Does the administration support both instances? 

Mr. Sairu. It does in the case of farm ownership loans and the 
Department recommended that the housing item be taken care of by 
amendment to the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. 

Senator Russe.u. Rather than to the Housing Act? 

Mr. Suiru. That is right. 


Senator Russe. I agree with the Department’s recommendation 
there. 


Mr. Smiru. This budget is based upon the enactment of the 
Housing Act and the Department is- 





REQUEST CONTINGENT ON PASSAGE OF BASIC LEGISLATION 


Senator Russeitu. You are requesting this appropriation contingent 
upon the enactment of these laws? 

Mr. Smitrn. That is right. 

Senator Russe. If the laws are enacted, do you think you will 
need all this $2,400,000? 

Mr. Situ. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russexu. If they are not enacted, you will not need, nor 
can you spend, it? 

Mr. Smita. That is right. 

Senator RusseLtt. Do you have ample funds to administer the 
peewee carried in the regular Department of Agriculture appropria- 
tion bill? 


_ Mr. Smira. We think so. The appropriation bill carried $345,000 
in funds in addition to the estimate. 
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Senator Russeuu. Yes. 


. Mr. Smita. We think we can get along with that amount. 
. Senator Russeiu. The time we had that up, I was of the opinion 


that Farmers’ Home estimated it would take $700,000? 
Mr. Suiru. Yes, sir. 
Senator Russeiu. But you think you can get by on the $345,000? 
Mr. Smitu. Yes, sir; we think we can. 
) Senator RusseLu. Any questions, gentlemen? 


STATUS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


Senator HoLttanp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that the 
proposed legislation which has been passed by the House is before the 
full Committee on Agriculture and Forestry upon the recommenda- 
tion by a subcommittee which has completed its work and recom- 
mendations. 

So I would assume that the matter will come to the floor in the near 
future. Ido not know what the plans of the chairman are. 

Senator ELLeENpER. This matter was referred to a subcommittee 
a few weeks ago and, as Senator Holland states, it has about completed 
its work and I contemplate calling a special meeting of the full com- 
mittee by Tuesday of next week in order to consider and report that. 

Senator Russeuu. Has the legislation passed the House? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Senator Hotuanp. It passed the House, we completed the hearings 
in the Senate subcommittee, and now we have completed executive 
session, amounting to 2 or 3 days, and the report is in the course of 
preparation. 

The chairman of the full committee has assured me that as soon as 
the report is ready for consideration that he will call a meeting of the 
full committee. 

Senator Russett. Mr. Smith, you never know what is going to 
take place in legislative bodies. In the event that the farm ownership 
loan program passes and the farm housing bill does not pass, how 
much money would you need? 

Mr. Smiru. Of the total estimate, $1,400,000 is related to increases 
in the title I farm ownership loans. 

Senator RussE.u. So in terms of estimate, it is broken down? 

Mr. Situ. That is right. 

Senator Russet. Where 1 would be available in the event 1 
passed and the other did not? 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Senator Russeiy. Any further questions? 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Smitru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Subsequently, a budget estimate was submitted (S. Doc. 143) in the amount 
of $85,000 for the Office of the General Counsel to provide for the additional 
legal work which would be required by the enactment of H. R. 11544 which 
would amend titles I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. The 


revised justification furnished in further explanation of this estimate appears on 
page 410. 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD V. CAMPBELL, CHIEF FARMERS’ HOME 
DIVISION, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL; AND JOSEPH C. 
WHEELER, DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND BUDGET OFFICER, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


CONTINGENT APPROPRIATION 


Senator Russe.ui. The next item has to do with the Office of the 
General Counsel, who of course will have to service this loan program 
if it is enacted and I understand that this is also a contingent appro- 
priation which depends upon enactment of this law. 

The Department is represented by Mr. Howard V. Campbell, 
Chief of the Farmers’ Home Division. 

Mr. CampsBELL. The item for the General Counsel in this appropria- 
tion bill is in the amount of $200,000 and, as Senator Russell said, is 
contingent upon enactment of the legislation amending the Bankhead- 
Jones Act and upon enactment of the extension of the farm housing 
authority, in the alternative of both or either of these amendments. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Russe.u. I think we can insert the justification in the 
record at this point. 
(The justification referred to follows:) 


Salaries and expenses, 1957 


Sa ae ee ee eee ie oe ee pee ieee $200, 000 
ane akin pee ee _... $2, 740, 000 


Request hia a 
Appropriation to date___- 
Employment: 
Average number, current appropriation___._._..._.._.__.--.--_-- 400 
Average number involved this estimate________- Ce ee dr 44 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The additional funds would be used for salaries and expenses in providing legal 
services in connection with new and revised loan programs authorized in the 
pending legislation and in making and servicing of the additional number of loans 
under such acts and under the increase in the 1957 regular appropriation for 
Farmers’ Home Administration. 


LANGUAGE 


“For an additional amount for ‘Office of the General Counsel,’ $200,000: Provided, 
That $85,000 of this appropriation shall be available only upon enactment into law of 
H. R. 11544, 84th Congress, or similar legislation amending |the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended; and $115,000 shall be available oniy upon enactment 
of S. 8855, 84th Conaress, or similar legislation amending title V of the Housing 
Act of 1949, as amended.” 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The proposed language would provide additional funds for legal services in 
fiscal vear 1957 incident to the approval of real estate secured loans made by the 
Farmers’ Home Administration under the authority proposed in H. R. 11544 and 
S. 3855, or similar legislation, amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended, and title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, respectively. 
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Justification for supplemental estimate, fiscal yar 1957, for salaries and expenses 


1. Agricultural credit and conservation: ; 
co” Re a ce pe ae ee teed $1, 400, 000 
Supplemental estimate, 1957__......._..---.------ ooo 200, 000 


1, 600, 000 


Funds were not included in the Department of Agriculture and Farm Credit 
Administration Appropriation Act, 1957, to provide the legal work which will be 
required in connection with the increased number of real estate secured loans 
to be made by the Farmers’ Home Administration in 1957. 

(1) An increase of $200,000 for legal work incident to the approval of loans of 
the Farmers’ Home Administration, as follows: 


Pegseeet ORete | Pie. cee epee ne 


(a) An increase of $85,000 in connection with the legal approval of approximately 
5,910 farm ownership loans 

Need for increase.—It is contemplated that approximately 5,910 more real 
estate secured loans for farm ownership purposes will be referred to the Office 
of the General Counsel for legal attention in 1957 than will be approved in 1956, 
if the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is further amended as 
provided, in proposed. legislation (H. R. 11544, 84th Cong.), Approximately 
1,350 of this increase is attributed to the proposed legislative change and the 
increased funds available for loans of this type. Experience has demonstrated 
that an attorney can give legal approval to approximately 650 real estate secured 
loans of the Farmers’ Home Administration in 1 year. Thus, 9.1 attorney man- 
years would he required to give legal approval to the increase of 5,910 loans it is 
estimated will be referred in fiscal year 1957. 

(b) An increase of $115,000 for legal services in connection with the farm housing 
loaning program 

Need for increase.—The approval of legislation which would extend the authority 
of the Farmers’ Home Administration to make housing loans for a 5-year period 
beyond June 30, 1956, would increase substantially the amount of legal serviees 
required in connection with this program. Based on a $50 million loan program 
in fiscal year 1957 it is estimated that 8,300 loans will be referred to the Office 
of the General Counsel for legal approval during the fiscal year. Based on 650 
loans per attorney-year this workload would require the attention of 12.9 attorneys 
on a year-long basis. 

The increase in the number of loans under both of these programs will necessitate 
additional legal work in examining loan dockets, preparation or approval of con- 
tracts, deeds and mortgages, reviewing title evidence such as abstracts of title, 
title insurance binders and certificates of title for legal sufficiency, preparing 
closing instructions and related documents, examining closing documents and 
issuing final opinions thereon. 

Mr. CamMpBELL. Our estimates are based on the same statements 
as those of the Farmers’ Home Administration. If this legislation is 
enacted, some fifty-nine hundred additional title 1 Bankhead-Jones 
loans would be presented to us for legal clearance, and if the farm 
housing bill passes, during the next fiscal year, there would be pre- 
sented something like 8,300 farm housing loans. 

Senator Russe... How far does your work go in that? 

Do you go so far as to abstract titles? 

Mr. CampsBetu. We do not. We rely on local title evidence 
produced by a local abstracter. 

Senator Russeiu. Title insurance? 

Mr. Campspe.ti. Or bv a representative of the title insurance 
company. 

LEGAL EXAMINATION OF LOANS 


We have tried to streamline our legal examination of these loans 
by reducing the number of documents in each loan docket. We find, 
by virtue of that reduction, that we are able to increase our average 
handling per attorney over what it was in years past. We are pro- 
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gressively going along that line and keeping our costs at the very 
minimum. 

Senator ELLENDER. How did you reach the figure of exactly 
$200,000? 

Mr. CampBe.u. That was by taking the number of loans which the 
Farmers’ Home estimated they would make out of the additional 
funds available to them, and taking a rough estimate of the number 
of loans each attorney could handle, and the additional stenographic 
help that would be necessary. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would this mean additional lawyers and addi- 
tional stenographic workers? 

Mr. CampsBetu. We have it set up in the estimate figures showing 
that 9.1 additional attorney man-years would be required for the 
Bankhead-Jones work and 12.9 attorneys on the housing loans. 

Senator ELLENDER. The amount previously appropriated of $1.4 
million is for work other than housing, is it? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, sir, because we had no appropriation in the 
fiscal year for doing any legal work on housing loans. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 

Senator Russe... Any further questions? 

If not, this concludes the hearings on the matters that are submitted 
to properly appear for the appropriation bill for the Department. of 
Agriculture, and the acting chairman now turns the chair back to 
the real genuine chairman, with appreciation for permitting me to 
serve this morning. 

Subsequently, a budget estimate was submitted (S. Doc. 143) in the amount 
of $1,400,000 for “Salaries and expenses, Farmers Home Administration’? and 
$85,000 for the Office of the General Counsel. These estimates were proposed 
to enable these two agencies to carry out the additional work which would be 
required by the enactment of H. R. 11544 which would amend titles I and II 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. The revised justifications furnished 
in further explanation of these estimates appear on page 411. 


CIVIL FUNCTIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Masonsoro Intet, N. C. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. KERR SCOTT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. If the committee would indulge me a moment, 
I would like to listen to Senator Scott. 

Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Chairman, may I state before you hear 
Senator Scott’s presentation that a couple of days after the public 
works bill was reported, Senator Scott mentioned this item to me, 
although there was some mention of it before and it was more or less 
an oversight in not having placed this item in the original bill. 

Now the request is for $120,000, General Itschner is here to justify 
it, and the amount is to initiate the project known as the Masonboro 
Inlet, and the total estimated cost of that project is $426,000, and it 
has a benefit-ratio of 1.81 to 1. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to renew my request of some time ago that funds be made . 
available during fiscal 1957 to commence work on the project at 
Masonboro Inlet, N. C., which has a cost-benefit ratio of 1 to 1.81. 
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Masonboro Inlet is a natural opening through the barrier beach 
near Wrightsville Beach and Wilmington, N. C. The project au- 
thorized in 1950 ealls for deepening and stabilizing this inlet. 

The approved Federal estimate for deepening the channels by dredg- 
ing totals $426,000, not including the cost of jetties for stabilization 
of the channels, which the Corps of Engineers report as requiring 
further study to determine whether or not jetties will be necessary. 

I have been advised by the Corps of Engineers that during fiscal 
1957 the amount of $120,000 could be used to complete preconstruc- 
tion planning and to dredge Banks and Motte Channels and the 
turning basin portions of the total project. 

I am, therefore, asking that $120,000 be provided for the project 
for this year, and will ask next year for the remainder of the $426,000 
needed to complete the dredging operations needed to deepen the 
channels. 

ENGINEERS’ SUMMARY OF PROJECT 


I will quote for the record the engineers’ summary of the total 
project: 

The authorization in the 1950 River and Harbor Act provides for a channel 14 
feet deep and 400 feet wide across the ocean bar at Masonboro Inlet, thence 12 
feet deep and 90 feet wide to connect to the Intracoastal Waterway at Wrights- 
ville by way of the Banks and Motte Channels, a turning basin 15 feet deep, with 
a maximum width of 300 feet and length of 700 feet on the east side of Banks 
Channel near the inlet, with three 15-pile dolphins therein; and a jetty on each 
side of the inlet extending to the 14-foot depth in the ocean when and if found to 
be necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a vitally important project which has been 
too long delayed and on which work should be begun at the earliest 
possible moment. 

Between the mouth of the Cape Fear River below Wilmington and 
Beaufort Inlet near Beaufort, a distance approximately one-third the 
length of North Carolina’s long coastline, there is no inlet that will 
accommodate the deeper draft commercial fishing vessels that desire 
to operate in the ocean between these two points. 

If these and other vessels could use Masonboro Inlet, they could 
travel via the protected waters of the Intracoastal Waterway for a 
great part of their trip between the excellent menhaden and shrimp 
fishing grounds in the ocean north of Cape Fear and their plants near 
Southport and in the Beaufort-Morehead City area. 

At the present time, these fishing grounds are not fully used because 
of their inaccessibility. 

Improvement of Masonboro Inlet would greatly facilitate rescue 
operations of the Coast Guard in the ocean area between Cape Fear 
and Masonboro Inlet, and the engineers report that it would reduce 
damages to vessels resulting from the present shifting channel. 

Finally, and of great importance in an area which is one of the 
Nation’s finest vacation lands, drawing visitors in the hundreds of 
thousands from all over the country, this project will mean much 
to sport fishermen and other lovers of recreation in pleasure craft. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope very much that the committee will approve 
my request for this appropriation. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


I have had a number of letters from officials and citizens of south- 
eastern North Carolina urging action on this project, and I submit 
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three illustrative examples of them for inclusion in the record of this 
hearing. 

In closing, I would like for the record to show that my colleague, 
Congressman Carlyle, who has long been interested in this project 
which is in his district, asked me to express his strong support for the 
appropriation. He regrets that his duties in the House prevent his 
appearing before your committee this morning. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 


WRIGHTSVILLE Beacu, N. C., June 20, 1956. 
Senator W. Kerr Scort, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ScotrT: I cannot emphasize too much the urgency of deepening 
and stabilizing Masonboro Inlet at Wrightsville Beach. This inlet, and the 
present time, is in dangerous condition and has caused several very serious 
accidents to boats trying to get outside. 

The only thing necessary to begin work on this project is its inclusion in the 
budget. May I ask that you give the matter your personal attention at your 
earliest convenience. 

Yours very truly, 
R. A. DunuBa, Mayor. 


CHAMRER OF COMMERCE, 
Wilmington, N. C., June 26, 1956. 
Hon. W. Kerr Scort, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Scott: I am writing to you in the interest of obtaining your 
support in the deepening and stabilizing of Masonboro Inlet. For some years 
this project has been a prime objective of the Greater Wilmington Chamber 
of Commerce for the reason that we feel that present conditions in the inlet are 
dangerous and detrimental to the tourist industry of our section. 

Knowing of vour keen interest in this area and your ability to get things done, 
which vou demonstrated in the matter of deepening of the Cape Fear River 
program. IT am asking for our body that you lend every effort in getting this 
program included in the next fiseal budget. 

it is my understanding that this project has been endorsed and approved by 
the Rivers and Harbors Congress and the Corps of Engineers. Our body will be 
deeply grateful for any assistance you may give us in this matter. 
kb Sines rely vours, 

A. E. Jones, President. 





New Hanover Fisuina Cues, 
Wilmington, N. C., June 28, 1956. 
Hon. Kerr Scort, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Scott: Thanks from the 1,000 members of the New Hanover 
Fishing Club; thanks for your efforts toward the stabilizing of Masonboro Inlet. 
We are interested in it from a safety standpoint for our members and others, but 
as you pointed out, there are many reasons why it would be beneficial to the whole 
area and area shipping. 

Thanks again. 

Sincerely yours, 


L. C. LeGwin, Jr., President. 


Senator ELLENpER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could have 
General Itschner justify this project? 
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we 


Corrs or ENGINEERS 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR CIVIL WORKS, ACCOMPANIED BY B. J. TOFANI, CHIEF, 
PROGRAMS BRANCH, CIVIL WORKS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


General IrscHNER. Mr: Chairman, the Corps of Engineers supports 
everything said by Senator Scott. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project is 1.81 to 1, so it is very high. 

In addition to that, it has unevaluated benefits for the safety of 
navigation because the Coast Guard station is located there. The 
cost 1s $426,000 for the project as contemplated at this time, of which, 
as mentioned by Senator Scott, $120,000 could be spent in the next 
year. 

We would not be able to do the dredging on the outer bar, which 
would cost the remaining $306,000. We would anticipate that that 
work should be done as soon as possible after the close of the fiscal 
year 1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could economically spend $120,000? 

General ItscHNER. We could spend $120,000. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I live on the headwaters of the 
Haw River at Cape Fear. I live right on the river, and I am very 
much interested in this project. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you, gentlemen. 


SHERIDAN, WYO., FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


Senator ELuenpER. Mr. Chairman, during the debate on the public- 
works bill a few weeks ago, there was a colloquy between the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming and myself in regard to a project at 
Sheridan, Wyo. 

As to that project, we provided $25,000 for planning and the 
Senator asked for an additional $35,000, as I remember it, and I told 
him that if he would wait until the supplemental appropriation came 
up that we could take the matter up then. 

I wish to place in the record at this point the colloquy between the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming and myself. 

Chairman Haypen. That may be done. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Mr. Barrett. Mr. President, I may say the amount allowed is completely 
inadequate. I have taken the matter up with the Army engineers. I have in 
my hand a letter signed by E. C. Itschner, major general, United States Army, 
in which he says additional funds should be supplied if the necessary investigation 
is to be made this year and the river brought under control by flood-control 
construction next vear. 

I have discussed this matter with my friend, the Senator from Louisiana, and 
he has told me he would be glad to consider the item in the supplemental bill. 

Mr. ELLenper. I should like to say to my good friend from Wyoming that 
the estimated cost of the project is $2,470,000. Up to now no money has been 
provided for planning. The appropriation of $25,000 recommended is for plan- 
ning. Ifacase can be made before the committee, in considering the supplemental 
bill, that the project should be constructed during the next fiscal year, I am sure 
the committee will be glad to consider the project in its study of the supplemental 
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bill—provided the project is warranted. The Senator has submitted for the 
Record a letter from the Corps of Engineers. That has not before come to my 
attention, but I give assurance to my friend that I shall be glad to present it to 
the committee in its consideration of the next supplemental appropriation bill, 
before the present session ends. 

Mr. Barrett. I appreciate that very much. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Record at 
this point the letter which I received from General Itschner. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

JUNE 12, 1956. 
Hon. Fran* A. BARRETT, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BARRETT: Reference is made to your recent request for informa- 
tion, concerning the possibility of expediting the planning with a view toward 
early initiation of construction of the Sheridan, Wyo., flood-control project. 

As you know, no funds have been appropriated for this project. The amount 
of $25,000 was included in the President’s budget estimate for fiscal year 1957 for 
the initiation of preconstruction planning work. However, no funds were included 
in the public works appropriation bill for fiscal year 1957 as recently passed by the 
House of Representatives. The report of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
(Rept. No. 2169) on this appropriation bill included a recommendation for an 
allocation of the budget estimate, $25,000, to this project. 

In answer to your inquiry as to whether, in view of recent damaging floods along 
Goose Creek in the Sheridan area, it would be practicable to utilize funds in addi- 
tion to this amount, the following information is furnished. The amount of 
$25,000 included for this project in the fiscal year 1957 budget represents the best 
allocation for this project after consideration of this project in relation to the total 
budgetary requirements of all projects in the civil works program now before the 
Congress, and the relationship of these requirements to those for all Federal pro- 
grams. While it would be practicable to expend an additional $35,000 for planning 
work on this project in fiscal year 1957, considering this project by itself without 
relation to the overall program, we cannot at this time recommend that any addi- 
tional funds be made available in fiscal year 1957. 

You also asked for advice as to what specific work could be accomplished with 
any additional amount which might be utilized in fiscal year 1957. The additional 
amount of $35,000 would permit completion of the general design of the overall 
project and initiation of detailed design including plans and specifications for 1 
of the 3 units tentatively set up for the project. This would uermit initiation of 
construction at an earlies date. 

I trust that the information furnished will be adequate for your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. IrscHNnEr, 
Major General United States Army Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Civil Works. 

Mr. Barrerr. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Record a statement which I have prepared relating to the Goose 
Creek in the Sheridan area, 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Barrett? 


SHERIDAN, WYO., FLOOD CONTROL 


STATEMENT OF HON, FRANK A. BARRETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much, Senator Ellender. 
Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief about this matter. It is a small 


item but quite important to the city of Sheridan and I will tell you 
why. 
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The appropriation of $25,000 for the initiation of preconstruction 
planning for flood control on Little Goose and Goose Creek in that 
community came up about a month ago. Shortly before the debate 
on the floor of the Senate, the creeks were up to their banks for over 
a week and in some points they had broken through. If they had 
raised a matter of another 6 inches, they would have had another bad 
flood in that area. 

I think it was in 1946 that they had a flood condition out there. 
The worst one, of course, was 33 vears ago when the whole city was 
flooded, practically speaking. 

I took this matter up with General Itschner and he wrote me that 
they could spend another $35,000 expeditiously and he told me that 
if that sum were made available they could get plans underway to 
that the construction work could be started at an early date. 

It seems to me that it is good sound business to go ahead and get 
all the planning work completed so that construction can be coim- 
menced at an early date. 

COMMUNICATIONS 


Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a letter here from Mr. A. W. Lona- 
baugh, the leading attorney of Sheridan, who is very anxious that this 
work get underway, and also a letter from the city engineer of Sheri- 
dan, explaining the situation with reference to the condition that pre- 
vails at the present time. I ask that these letters be made a part of 
the record. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 


SHERIDAN, Wyo., July 2, 1956. 
Hon. FRANK A. BARRETT, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Frank: Your letter of June 25, 1956, with reference to the Sheridan 
flood-control project was received a few days back. I discussed the recent 
flooding which has occurred in past years, with the mayor and with the city 
engineer and they have agreed to forward to you material that they have on 
hand. There no doubt are some pictures some place of the big flood in 1928 
when we lost most of our wooden-block paving, but I have been unable to locate 
any at this time. About 4 or 5 years ago there was a flash flood on the Little 
Goose drainage basin and I recall that when it hit Sheridan it went over its banks 
and the water was about chest high in a number of tourist camps on the southern 
side of United States Highway No. 87. One fact, probably, that has not been 
presented is that there are located in the Big Horn Mountains and above the 
city of Sheridan a number of irrigating reservoirs. These, in general, consist of 
the Twin Lakes Reservoir of the city of Sheridan, Dome Lake Reservoir serving 
the Alliance Lateral Ditch Co., Bawman’s Reservoir (which at one time went 
out but has now been rebuilt), Big Horn Reservoir, and there are, of course, a 
number of smaller reservoirs whose names I cannot now recall. 

Most of the reservoirs named are of dirt construction and are faced with rock, 
the water area varying in width from half a mile to a mile wide and all are 
several miles long. In the years when the runoff is unusually heavy, there is 
always worry as to whether or not this or that reservoir is going to hold and adds 
to the already troublesome situations around the city. 

If I am able to locate any further pictures of flood situations, these will be 
forwarded to you within the next few days. 

With best regards, 


A. W, LonaBauacu. 


80579—56——_2 
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City oF SHERIDAN, Wyo., June 30, 19586. 
Re Flood Control, Sheridan, Wyo. 
Hon. Frank A. BARRETT, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Barrett: A copy of your letter addressed to Mr. A. W. 
Lonabaugh under date of June 25, 1956, regarding the Sheridan flood-control 
project has been handed me for the purpose of furnishing you with data relating 
to the Sheridan flood hazard. 

During the month of May this year both streams, Little Goose and Big Goose 
Creeks, were running bank full for over a week without any particular reason 
other than normal runoff that is experienced every year when snow in the 
mountains is considered normal. 

During 2 or 3 days of the above-mentioned period Big Goose Creek flooded its 
banks in several places within the city limits, the flood damage was not serious; 
however, if the high-water level had been 6 inches to 1 foot higher a large section 
of the city would have experienced severe flood damage. 

Cloudbursts are known to occur quite frequently in various drainage areas in 
the Sheridan vicinity during the same season of the year and if and when a cloud- 
burst should occur on either the Little Goose or Big Goose drainage areas during 
a period such as this spring, when both creeks were running bank full from 
normal causes the larger part of the city of Sheridan would be flooded and I 
would hesitate to even try to estimate the amount of monetary damages that 
would be experienced by the citizens, not to mention the suffering and even loss 
of lives that might occur from such a catastrophe. 

As I have only spent the past 6 months in the city engineer’s office here, I am 
unable to give you factual data on past floods and I am confident that the Army 
engineers have much more detailed figures regarding the past flooding history 
of Sheridan. 

As a resident of the city for the past 28 years, I have observed the creeks 
running to capacity on numerous occasions and quite frequently overflowing 
their banks during the spring runoff, quite similar to the flooding this year. 

As a practicing engineer and having been associated with the State board of 
control and the former State planning and water conservation board I have been 
exposed to many and various water problems, particularly in northeastern 
Wyoming and if this experience, has qualified me to make a statement regarding 
the flood hazard at Sheridan I would say that the situation is very serious and 
involves a flood-protection project of a magnitude far beyond the financial 
resources of the city of Sheridan. 

Thanking you for your past efforts in this situation and trusting that your 
continued support will ultimately get this project underway by the Corps of 
Engineers, I remain 

Yours very truly, 
E. J. Jonnson, City Engineer. 


REQUEST FOR INCREASE IN FUNDS 


Senator Barrerr. I hope that this committee can increase this 
item from $25,000 to $60,000. If that is done I am assured by the 
Army engineers that they could handle the matter in a more expedi- 
tious manner. 

Chairman Haypen. I am sure the committee will give it due con- 
sideration. 

Do you have any comments to make, General Itschner? 

General Irscuner. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that actually we 
do have the funds available in the : amount of $35,000 because of an- 
other project which must be deferred at the request of local interests 
who are unable to meet the terms of local cooperation, but because 
of the limitation on our transfer authority of 25 percent, we are not 
able to transfer those funds to this particular project; therefore, it 
would not actually require an appropriation but merely an indication 


on the part of the committee that we would be authorized to transfer 
the funds, 
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Senator ELLENDER. What is that project that you could transfer 
from? 

General Irscuner. That particular one is Norfolk, Nebr. The 
local interests have requested that we defer action. 

Senator ELLENDER. We might put language in the report to permit 
that transfer, Senator. 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. 

Senator Barrett. It would be for another $35,000. 

General IrscHNER. $35,000 

Senator ELLENDER. That $35,000, plus the planning, would advance 
it for next year. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; and that represents our capabilities. 


ST. ANTHONY FALLS LOCK AND DAM, MINN. 


Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Chairman, the next item is the St. Anthony 
Falls lock and dam in Minnesota. 

We took that matter up in connection with committee hearings on 
the public-works bill but there was a report that was to be made soon 
and the committee did not have at that time the benefit of the report 
that was finally approved on June 19. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS REPORT 


I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the report upon which we 
expected to act and did not have at the time be put in the record at 
this point. 

The CuarrMan. That may be done. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UnitTED States Army, 
Boarp OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Washington, D. C., June 19, 1956. 
ENGBR 
827 (St. Anthony Falls, Minn.). 
Subject: Mississippi River at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, Minn. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 

1. This report is submitted in response to the following resolution adopted 
August 17, 1954: 

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Mississippi River between Missouri 
River and Minneapolis, published as House Document No. 137, Seventy-Second 
Congress, First Session, and subsequent reports, with a view to determining the 
advisability of modifying the existing project in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls, 
Minnesota, at this time.” 

A separate report is to be made in response to a resolution adopted March 16, 
1954, by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, United 
States, requesting the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review the 
reports on the upper Mississippi River, published in House Executive Document 
58, 39th Congress, 2d session, and other reports, with a view to determining what 
protective works are advisable at this time to preserve St. Anthony Falls. 

2. The Federal navigation project for the upper Mississippi River provides for 
a channel of 9-foot depth and adequate width between the mouth of the Missouri 
River and the Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway bridge at Min- 
neapolis, by the construction of locks and dams, supplemented by dredging. The 
upper 4.6 miles of the project were authorized by the River and Harbor Acts of 
1937 and 1945 which provide for extension of the 9-foot channel through St. 
Anthony Falls by the construction of 2 locks and a dam, dredging, utility 
alterations, and bridge changes to provide a vertical clearance of 26 feet above 
the water surface when the flow is 40,000 cubie feet per second. To obtain this 








18 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


clearance requires installation of a movable span in the Great Northern Railway 
bridge above the falls. On March 1, 1955, this extension was 28 percent complet, 
including about 82 percent completion of the lower lock and dam, and the com- 
pletion of the dredging below that lock. Below St. Anthony Falls, mile 854, the 
river flows through a gorge, about 100 feet deep and 8 miles long. which includes 
all of the downstream channel within Minneapolis. Below mile 850 the east bank 
of the river lies within the city of St. Paul. The Federal project for Minnesota 
River, which joins the Mississippi at mile 844, provides for a depth of 4 feet. 
However, during the recent war a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide was 
dredged by the United States in the lower 13 miles, largely with contributed funds, 
in order to facilitate delivery of vessels constructed at a shipyard at Port Cargill. 
Since then this reach has been maintained by local interests. 

3. Minneapolis, with a population of 521,720, serves a large agricultural area 
in several States. For many years it has been an important center for storage, 
marketing, and milling of grain; and for manufacture of foods, machinery, and 
otheritems. A city-owned barge terminal occupies a 16-acre site in the vicinity of 
Washington Avenue, mile 852.7. At that location limited space is available for 
the storage of coal, package freight, and other cargo. There is a private escalator, 
without storage, for loading grain. Three distributors have pumps and tanks in 
the vicinity for handling petroleum products. In St. Paul, terminals ranging 
from minor facilities to large grain elevators and a municipal terminal, have been 
provided at 18 locations between mile 830 and lock and dam No. 1, mile 847.6. 
At Port Cargill on the Minnesota River a shipper of grain by barge has terminal 
facilities also for handling molasses, vegetable oils, and coal. One mile above that 
a distributor has facilities for receipt of petroleum products by barge. At mile 
8.5 a public utility receives waterborne coal for production of power. Waterborne 
commerce at Minneapolis amounted to 540,000 tons in 1953 and 446,100 tons in 
1954; at St. Paul the amounts for comparable periods were 1,403,600 and 2,340,000 
tons; and on the Minnesota River, 434,700 and 667,000 tons. 

4. Certain local interests desire a reappraisal of the economic justification of thi 
extension through St. Anthony Falls. Some believe that sufficient benefits will 
not acerue to warrant the proposed expenditures. Others desire prompt com- 
pletion of the work. They cite the advantages of a harbor above the falls and 
point to the lack of returns from the funds already invested if the extension is 
not completed. 

5. The district engineer finds that no navigation benefits will result from ecom- 
pletion of the lower lock and dam unless the upper lock and other works for exten- 
sion of the channel above the falls are also built. Using July 1954 prices he esti- 
mates the first cost of the authorized extension at $32,880,000, consisting of 
$29,900,000, Federal, and $2,980,000 non-Federal including a cash contribution 
of $1,100,000. He computes the total annual carrying charge at $1,569,000, 
including $240,000 for maintenance and operation by the United States. Con- 
struction of the lower lock and dam is nearing completion and, in order to leave 
these structures in a safe and workable condition to pass river flows additional 
expenditures must be made. The first cost of the work done plus that required 
for completion of the lower lock and dam is estimated at $10,600,000 to the 
United States, and $1,510,000 to local interests. The annual carrying charges 
for this completed and required part of the extension would be $598,000. Thus 
the estimated first cost of tne additional work to complete the extension is $20,- 
770,000 consisting of $19,300,000 to the United States and $1,470,000 to local 
interests. The annual carrving charge would be $971,000. The district engineer 
estimates that the commerce for the complete extension during a 50-year period 
will average 2,110,000 tons a year. This consists of shipments of 1 million tons 
of grain and 300,000 tons of other commodities, and receipts of 810,000 tons 
which include as major items, coal, sand, gravel, molasses, fertilizer materials, 
and fabricated iron and steel. He evaluates the resulting benefits, on the basis 
of the savings in transportation charges by shipment and receipt of this commerce 
through terminals to be provided above the falls as compared with the existing 
Washington Avenue terminal or terminals at typical river points in St. Paul, at 
$1,226,000 annually. Comparing this with the annual carrying charges for the 
extension as a whole results in an unfavorable benefit-cost ratio of 0.78. However, 
the district engineer concludes that the true measure of justification for com- 
pleting the extension is represented by comparison of the annual benefits with the 
annual carrying charges for the work remaining to complete the extension. This 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.26. Accordingly he recommends that the existing naviga- 
tion project with particular reference to the portion in the vicinity of St. Anthony 
Falls be not modified, and that the authorized extension through the falls be 
completed. The division engineers concur. 
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6. Local interests were notified of the nature of the reports of the district and 
livision engineers and afforded opportunity to submit additional information. 
Following their requests, the Board held two public hearings, one in Minneapolis 
on January 20, 1956, and the other in Washington, D. C., on April 24, 1956. A 
majority of the statements and views expressed at these hearings and in separate 
communications are favorable to completion of the authorized work. Proponents 
contend that the prospective commerce and benefits have been evaluated conser- 
vatively by the district engineer. They claim that the receipts of coal and sand 
and gravel will greatly exceed the report estimates; evaluate benefits of $2,389,000 
annually; and state that the industrial growth of the city depends upon the 
development of a harbor above the falls. Others concerned maintain that bene- 
fits necessary to justify completion of the improvements will not materialize. 
They point out that waterside facilities for shipment of grain are not available 
above the falls and assert that the limited areas available will not permit extensive 
development of industry adjacent to the proposed harbor. Railroad interests 
state that rail rates on grain from country points to Minneapolis and St. Paul are 
on a parity and include the privilege of intransit stoppage at Minneapolis and 
reshipment to St. Paul water terminals without added charge. Hence, they claim 
that no substantial transportation savings not otherwise obtainable would result 
from shipment of grain from the upper harbor. The Great Northern Railway 
states that train operations will be seriously affected if a movable span is installed 
in its bridge above the falls and water traffic develops to require frequent opening 
of the span. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS 
FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS 


7. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has carefully considered the 
findings of the reporting officers and the testimony and communications received 
from local interests. Its most recent report in respect to the advisability of ex- 
tending the 9-foot channel through St. Anthony Falls was made in 1932. Ina 
report to Congress, December 16, 1932, the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, concurred in the recommendation of this Board that no improvement 
above the then head of the project at the Northern Pacific Railroad bridge, about 
1 mile below the falls, be undertaken at that time. By resolution adopted June 
6, 1935, the Committee on Commerce, United States Senate, requested the 
Board to review that report with a view to determining whether any modification 
of the conclusions was advisable. While the review studies were in progress 
and before the Board had reported any findings or recommendations, extension 
of the 9-foot channel through St. Anthony Falls was authorized in the River and 
Harbor Act of August 26, 1937. This terminated the studies of advisability being 
made by the Board. 

8. The resolution now before the Board requests a review of previous reports 
with a view to determining the advisability of modifying the existing project in 
the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls at this time. The Board notes that the project 
specifically provides that the extension shall include bridge changes to afford a 
vertical clearance of 26 feet above the estimated 40,000 cubic feet per second 
stage. This requires installation of a movable span in the Great Northern Rail- 
way bridge at mile 854.4, at large Federal cost. A movable bridge would be ob- 
jectionable from the standpoint of both land and water traffic, particularly so 
because of interference with train movements. Navigation intrests have advised 
that by means of towboats with retractable pilot houses now in use, barge move- 
ment on the upper harbor would be practicable with a lower vertical clearance. 
Subsequent to preparation of their reports the district and division engineers have 
advised that the project should be modified to permit provision of a lesser, but 
adequate, clearance. They conclude that a vertical clearance of 20.5 feet above 
the specified profile would be reasonable and can be obtained without a movable 
span. On the basis of current prices they estimate the reduction in construction 
costs as follows: 
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Vertical clearance 








a eee 
| | 
26 feet 20.5 feet 
Federal: | } 
Great Northern Railway, mile 854.4. -_.._.....--...--.--- | $1, 333,000 | $497, 000 | $836, 000 
Northern Pacific Railway, mile 855.8----- w--n-s-n-nne=-| 1, 092, 000 773, 000 | 319, 000 
I i | 2,425,000 | 1,270,000} —1, 155, 000 


mE 


With that change and the use of current prices, the estimated costs for the 
extension from the Lower Northern Pacific Railway bridge to the Minneapolis, 
St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway bridge are: 


| | 
| Work to date | Work remain- | 





Item ‘plus completion ingto complete; Total for the 
| of lower lock the extension | extension 
| and dam j 
Federal: i 
Net first cost a eke es ediseneemaoee $11, 052, 000 $19, 893, 000 | $30, 945, 000 
Annual maintenance and operation. ----- siaticeicee ae 72, 000 179, 000 | 251, 000 
Annual carrying charges._.._-..----- aks cccsacteimade 560, 000 934, 000 | 1, 494, 000 
Non- Federal | 
First cost ‘ RD BRE RE OEE RE FETA 1, 509, 000 1, 611, 000 } 3, 120, 000 
Amuel Garryine CUATENS.... .. icc nccceceensssece<o 49, OOO 84, 000 133, 000 
Federal and non-Federal: 
oe aii 12, 561, 000 21, 504, 000 | 34, 065, 000 
Annual carrying charges........................-... 609, 000 1, 018, 000 | 1, 627, 000 


9. The Board notes that no transportation benefits are in prospect unless 
further work is accomplished to extend navigation to the upper harbor area. 
Taking into account the additional information now available, the Board has 
reevaluated the benefits for certain items o. commerce. Manufacture of light- 
weight concrete aggregate for shipment from the port is no longer in prospect. 
Railroad rates on grain from country elevators to Minneapolis are generally on 
a parity with those to St. Paul. Tariffs permit in-transit stoppage in Minneapolis 
and reshipment to barge loading points in St. Paul with no increase in the rate. 
teshipment does involve additional costs for such items as loading, car cooperage, 
unloading, inspection, and sampling. However, for Minneapolis dealers without 
waterside facilities, shipment through the upper harbor would involve comparable 
costs to reach the harbor for barge loading. Of the many grain dealers in Minne- 
apolis, three have indicated that they will have harborside facilities for shipment 
by barge. Under these circumstances the Board estimates the prospective 
average grain shipments at 500,000 tons annually for shippers establishing 
facilities on the harbor thus avoiding some of the costs involved in moving the 
grain to barge loading points at St. Paul. Taking into account rail tariffs for 
‘ar switching and off-river locations of iron and steel scrap dealers, prospective 
savings on this commodity have been reduced. The Board finds that a larger 
tonnage and saving on industrial coal is in prospect. Trucking molasses from 
the upper harbor to feed mills and farm areas as compared with movement from 
St. Paul would shorten the trucking distances, but the line-haul costs eliminated 
would be considerably less than evaluated in basic report. The city of Minne- 
apolis is the only consumer which indicates that the upper harbor would be used 
for receipt of sand and gravel. The prospective 200,000 tons annually represents 
the normal needs of the city engineer department. By comparison of prospective 
costs from nearby sources with costs of material purchased at St. Paul and barged 
to the upper harbor, taking into account truck haul of some of the tonnage thence 
to probable mixing plants, the Board estimates a somewhat larger benefit on 
sand and gravel than shown by the district engineer. The Board evaluates 
prospective average annual berefits as follows: 


— 
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Benefits 


Commodity Tons 
Average Total 
per ton 
Grain _- ‘ 500, 000 $0.75 $375, 000 
Iron and steel scrap. cess ace ates ad E 130, 000 . 58 75, 400 
Coal 830, 000 48 398, 400 
Molasses_- . ga ‘ ; 100, 000 . 36 36, 000 
Fertilizer, material __- eS eS : 100, 000 | .75 75, 000 
Iron and steel, fabricated 100, 000 19 19, 000 
Sand and gravel. _-_--- eed L : 200, 000 26 52, 000 
Miscellaneous. ..-- : 100, 000 19 19, 000 
Ro ade~ ae ; cae : 2, 060, 000 1, 050, 000 


With these benefits and estimated annual carrying charges of $1,627,000, 
the benefit-cost ratio for the entire extension with the reduced bridge clearance 
is 0.65. Comparing these benefits with the revised annual carrying charges for 
the work remaining to complete the extension, $1,018,000, the benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.03. 

10. The benefit-cost: ratio for the extension in its entirety, as evaluated by the 
district engineer and as indicated by the revised estimates, is less than unity. 
However, both the district engineer’s estimate of prospective annual benefits and 
that presented above when compared with the annual carrying charges for the 
work remaining to complete the extension indicate « benefit-cost ratio greater than 
unity. The Board takes cognizance of special circumstances relating to the 
problem under investigation. The authorized project for a 9-foot channel in the 
upper Mississippi River was modified by act of Congress in 1937 to provide 
for extension of the channel through St. Anthony Falls. In more recent vears, 
Congress has appropriated $10,566,000 for partial accomplishment of the work. 
Construction of the lower lock and dam and related work which must be ac- 
complished to provide for the passage of river flows, at a total estimated cost to 
the United States of $11,052,000, is nearing completion. The city of Minneapolis 
has in good faith expended about $1,500,000 in meeting specified requirements of 
local cooperation and, based upon the above congressional action, has for a long 
period of years anticipated the eventual availability of the upper harbor as a site 
for a municipal barge-terminal and those of industries. No substantial benefits 
from the expenditures already made and required for the lower section of the 
improvement are in prospect unless the authorized extension is carried to com- 
pletion. Congress has called upon the Board for recommendation as to whether 
or not the authorization for the partially completed extension should be modified. 
In view of the benefits in prospect and the special circumstances, the Board con- 
cludes that no modification of the existing project relating to the vicinity of the 
falls is advisable at this time except to permit the provision of a lesser and more 
suitable vertical clearance at bridges than now specified by the project. 

11. Accordingly the Board recommends that the existing navigation project 
for the Mississippi River between the Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minn., 
be modified in respect to extension above the lower Northern Pacific Railway 
bridge in Minneapolis to delete the existing provision for a bridge clearance of 
26 feet above the estimated 40,000 cubic feet per second stage, and to provide 
for such vertical clearance at bridges as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable. The Board further recommends that construction of the 
authorized extension in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls, Minn., with the project 
modified as recommended above, be completed. 

For the Board: 

Cuas. G. HoOuue, 
Major General, USA, Chairman. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR HUMPHREY 


Senator ELLENDER. J] wish to place in the record at this point a 
letter to you, Mr. Chairman, from Senator Hubert Humphrey, calling 
attention to this project. 

Chairman Haypen. That will be done. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 








2° SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 


June 28, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator: I should like to call to your attention the fact that the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on June 19, 1956, recommended that the 
authorized project on the Mississippi River at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, 
Minn., be completed substantially as authorized. Original authorization was 
on August 26, 1937. 

You may recall that the engineers had been requested to review the project 
by action of the House Committee on Public Works in August 1954. 

The action of the Board of Engineers was taken on the report of the district 
engineer dated April 15, 1955, recommending completion of the extension at 
St. Anthony Falls. 

In discussion with the Army engineers, I am told that if the engineers were 
asked to indicate the amount of funds which would permit full resumption of 
work on this authorized project during the coming fiscal year, they would specify 
that the sum of $400,000 could be utilized. This would permit completion of the 
lower lock and dam, which is 82 percent complete, and commencement of work 
on the upper lock and dam. 

Because of the pending decision of the Board of Engineers, the engineers had 
not initiated a budget request for the St. Anthony Falls extension for the fiscal 
1957 budget. 

Now that the decision of the engineers has been made, and the Congress will 
be given a favorable recommendation to complete the project, I wish to request 
the Committee on Appropriations to consider the appropriation of the sum of 
$400,000 to be added to the supplemental appropriation on which the committee 
is now conducting hearings. 

This harbor and channel improvement at St. Anthony Falls will be of immense 
value to the entire upper Midwest, and not only to the city of Minneapolis. The 
project has been exhaustively reviewed and its completion favorably recommended, 
Since 1948, work has gone steadily forward on this magnificent engineering task, 
It would be a tragic loss to be forced to suspend construction for an entire year, 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I urge that funds be appropriated to permit unin- 
terrupted progress toward the development of the upper harbor at St. Anthony 
Falls. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincrerly yours, 
Hvuspert H. Humpurey. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR THYE 


Senator ELLenpeEr. I would also like to place in the record a letter 
from Senator Thve, who is present, and I am sure would want to be 
heard on this project. 


Chairman Haypren. We will be glad to hear from you, Senator 
Thve. 


(The letter referred to follows:) 


Unrtep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


Washington, D. C., July 3, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HaypEn, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator HaypeEn: I am writing vou because of the urgency surrounding 
the upper harbor project at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, Minn. I have also 
written to the members of the Public Works Committee of the Senate in an effort 
to expedite the approval of this project in sufficient time prior to adjournment 
so that funds may be voted in the supplemental appropriations bills which will 
come before us in the closing weeks of this session. 

This well-known project would give Minneapolis a first-class harbor above St. 
Anthony Falls. This project gained the approval of the Board of Review for 
Rivers and Harbors, Corps of Engineers, at the June 19 meeting of the Board. 
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Prior to that meeting, the project had been approved by the district and division 


engineers. The project was first authorized by Congress in the River and Harbor 
Act of 1937. 

Construction of the project was commenced in 1948 and the work on the lower 
lock and dam is 82 percent complete. The cost of work already undertaken and 
to complete the lower lock and dam is $10,602,800 to the United States and 
$1,508,800 to local interests. The estimated cost of the total project is $29 
million to the United States and $2,977,500 to local interests. 

Normally, we would not have this project before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee without prior review by the Bureau of the Budget. However, in this 
case, time is of the essence. It is necessary that we obtain a supplemental ap- 
propriation for this project before the present session adjourns so that work on 
the remaining portion may continue without interruption. 

Your cooperation in this request is greatly appreciated. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely vours, 
Epwarp J. THye, 
United States Senator. 


ST. ANTHONY FALLS, MINN., PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. THYE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Torr. Mr. Chairman, this St. Anthony Falls project is a 
project which, in my opinion, is necessary to complete the river 
navigation, that i is, to complete it for the Minneapolis area and points 
above St. Anthony Falls. 

The deepening of the channel and all the intervening locks on the 
Mississippi coming up the river to St. Paul and then on to Minneapolis 
will not serve either Minneapolis or the northwest region until such 
time as we have completed the project that is now before us, because 
you have a natural river falls, the St. Anthony Falls, which you cannot 
complete navigation over until such time as these locks are placed in 
the river. 

The Board of Engineers made a study of this question and took 
testimony throughout the spring, and they made their findings in the 
latter part of June, and they approved the project and therefore we 
are today endeavoring to get sufficient funds to continue the work. 
They have been at work on the lower region of this St. Anthony Falls 
project and it is impossible to locate docks below the falls because of 
the lime rock outcropping along the banks in that area, and the ledge 
is so narrow that you cannot expand and construct docks, and there- 
fore you must get up above the falls and get up into the northwest 
region of Minneapolis before you have an opportunity to install suit- 
able docks and facilities to accommodate the river transportation. 
That is what is involved in the project. 

General Itschner can give us a firmer recommendation of what 
funds they can use between now and the next regular appropriation 
so, therefore, in my letter to vou, Mr. Chairman, I did not specify any 
dollars because I knew that we would have the engineers’ recommenda- 
tion as to what they could use, and therefore I will now defer 
General Itschner. 

Chairman HaypEn. General, we will be pleased to hear from you. 

General IrscHnerR. Mr. Chairman, the Corps of Engineers concurs 
in everything said by Senator Thye. The total cost of the project, 








24 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION B.LL, 1957 


including both locks, is $30,900,000, of which $10,566,000 has already 
been appropriated, leaving $20,334,000 to complete the lower lock and 
construct the upper lock. 

We could profitably use, in fiscal year 1957, $400,000 in order to 
resume this work which has been suspended for a further look by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Senator ELLENpDER. General, it will be necessary to build the upper 
locks in order to obtain benefits from the lower locks that have been 
constructed, is that not right? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; unless the project is completed, 
serves no purpose whatsoever. 


BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Senator ELLenper. The benefit-cost ratio on the whole project, as 
I understand, is 0.65 to 1? 

General IrscHNER. That is correct. 

Senator ELLeNpER. If you build the upper lock itself, and if you do 
not consider the amount spent on the lower lock, as I understand, 
then the benefit-cost ratio would be upped to 1.03? 

General Irscunrer. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that it would make the project feasible only 
to the extent that the lower lock has already been built, and that lock 
is useless for navigation unless you build the upper lock? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. Did I state it correctly? 

General IrscHnreR. You stated it correctly and your figures are 
exactly correct. 

Senator THyrr. Mr. Chairman, if I may supplement the General’s 
support of what Senator Ellender said, that without completing the 
upper locks it would be exactly as if vou had spent all of this money up 
to the St. Anthony Falls and then stopped because you do not have the 
facilities, you cannot construct the facilities, on that narrow ledge of 
lime rock that is alongside the river bank there, and you-cannot 
develop navigation, you cannot serve the northwest region of that 
area of the United States because you have no opportunity to con- 
struct the facilities to serve river transportation. 

So Senator Ellender stated it so very clearly that you will have 
spent all of this without completing the project to serve any purpose. 

General IrscuNnrer. That is correct, sir. We have given it a great 
deal of study and we concluded that it is only common sense to go 
ahead and complete the project. 


WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Senator EL.tenprer. Mr. Chairman, there was one more project, 
the Garrison Dam and Reservoir, but Senator Young is not present 
and I believe he asked that that item be deferred until the 16th. 
It is one in my humble judgment that is not very pressing because 
it will be quite some time before the water in the reservoir reaches an 


elevation of 1,850 feet, as I understand, at the Garrison Dam and 
Reservoir. 





Pn at 
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SMALL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 


Now, there was another request made for small flood control 
projects. I believe the committee considered the public works bill, 
prior to the enactment of S. 3272. However in conference we did 
provide a sum of $250,000 over and above the budget estimate and the 
House figure. The new act, Public Law 685, 84th Congress, increases 
the limitation on the cost of the individual projects from $150,000 to 
$400,000 so we have a valid basis to reconsider this item. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR BUSH 


(The following letter from Senator Bush was subsequently received :) 


UNITED StTaTEs SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
July 6, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DearR SENATOR ELLENDER: S. 3272, to increase and make certain revisions in 
the general authorization for small flood-control projects in the Flood Control 
Act of 1948, has now been approved by the Congress. The bill, as finally enacted 
by acceptance of House amendments by the Senate yesterday, increases the general 
authorization, in any 1 fiscal year, to $10 million, and the maximum amount 
which can be expended on a project at any single locality to $400,000. 

Although section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, which 8. 3272 amends, 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army to allot funds for such projects “from any 
appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for flood control,”’ it would be highly 
desirable that adequate funds be included in the supplemental bill which will be 
acted upon by your subcommittee in the closing days of the present session. 

I respectfully urge that an amount sufficient to implement fully the intent of 
S. 3272 be provided in the supplemental bill. As a guide to your subcommittee 
in considering what amount would be appropriate, your attention is invited to 
testimony given for the Chief of Engineers before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, by Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief 
of Engiheers for Civil Works, and specifically to the following statement: 

“Tf the Congress should decide to expand the authorization to an individual 
project limitation of $500,000, a commensurate annual appropriation limitation 
would be $10 million. Should the Congress expand the existing authority, the 
Chief of Engineers assures you that he will proceed vigorously to accomplish 
such @ program.”’ 

This statement appears on page 57 of the printed record of the hearings, a copy 
of which is enclosed for your ready reference. 

I am convinced that the expenditures for the small flood-control projects made 
possible by S. 3272 are amply justified and will result in a savings of the taxpayers’ 
money. As an illustration of this fact, I cite temporary dikes which have been 
created by the Corps of Engineers in dredging the channels of streams in my own 
State, under authority of Public Law 875, following the 1955 flood disasters. 
Unless these dikes are reinforced by rip-rapping and stop-log structures, future 
floods will wash them downstream, resulting in a waste of the funds already spent. 
You will find more detailed discussion in the Corps of Engineers’ answers to 
questions 13 and 14 among a list of questions submitted at the Senate subcom- 
mittee’s hearings. These will be found on pages 65 and 66 of the enclosed printed 
record. 

Consequently, I firmly believe that your subcommittee would be exercising 
sound and prudent judgment in providing the engineers with adequate funds to 
undertake this needed work during the present fiscal year. 
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May I also invite your attention to H. R. 12080, the omnibus public works 
bill awaiting action by the House of Representatives. Among the projects 
now included in that bill is the proposed flood control dam and reservoir at 
Littleville, Mass. It is my hope that additional projects of vital importance to 
the people of flood-affected areas in my own State—two small dry dams above the 
city of Torrington, and a single dry dam above the city of Winsted—will be 
authorized in the bill when it is finally enacted. I am advised that in order to 
get work underway on these projects in the present fiscal year, the following 
amounts for planning and design will be needed: Littleville, $100,000; Torrington 
$100,000, and Winsted, $110,000. 

Although aware that it is unusual for your committee to provide funds for 
projects in the same year as they are authorized, I know you realize that we in 
Connecticut and New England are facing an emergency condition because of the 
1955 floods and the danger of more floods in the years to come because of an 
apparent shift in weather patterns which has placed us in the path of hurricanes. 
Therefore, I respectfully urge that funds be provided for these projects in the 
supplemental bill. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Prescott Bus, United States Senator. 


Senator ELLENDER. That completes it, Mr. Chairman, and I wish 
to take this opportunity to thank you very much for hearing us. 

Senator Toye. I want to thank the chairman, too. 

Chairman Haypren. The committee will stand in recess until 
2 o’clock this afternoon, at which time we will have an executive 
session on the appropriation for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
room F-39. 

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m. of the same day, in room F-39, the Capitol.) 
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AFTERNOON SEssI0n, 2 P! mM. 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


STATEMENTS OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS, CHAIRMAN; WILLARD F. 
LIBBY, COMMISSIONER; HAROLD S. VANCE, COMMISSIONER ; 
K, E, FIELDS, GENERAL MANAGER; WILLIAM MITCHELL, 
GENERAL COUNSEL; DON S. BURROWS, CONTROLLER; J. C. 
JOHNSON, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF RAW MATERIAIS; E. J. 
BLOCH, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PRODUCTION; BRIG. GEN. 
A. D. STARBIRD, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF MILITARY APPLICA- 
TION; W. K. DAVIS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF REACTOR DEVEL- 
OPMENT; DR. P. W. McDANIEL, ACTING DIRECTOR, DIVISION 
OF RESEARCH; DR. C. L. DUNHAM, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
BIOLOGY AND MEDICINE; OSCAR S. SMITH, DIRECTOR, DIVISION 
OF ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL; GEORGE C. TAYLOR, 
DIVISION OF CONSTRUCTION AND SUPPLY; HAROLD L. PRICE, 
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF CIVILIAN APPLICATION; C. A. TOWNE, 
DIVISION OF PRODUCTION; F. J. McCARTHY, JR., ASSISTANT 
CONTROLLER FOR BUDGETS; AND J. A. MILLER, DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT CONTROLLER FOR BUDGETS, UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


OPERATING EXPENSES 


Program and financing 





lia asian 


1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 


ne | 























| 
Program by activities: | 
Accrued costs: | 
1. Source and special nuclear materials__..._....- $626, 896,217 | $846, 524, 000 |$1, 012, 582, 000 
a haan erect nescence 238, 184, 541 | 262, 739, 000 299, 370, 000 
3. Reactor development-.-..........-.----------- 109, 155, 473 | 172, 127, 000 285, 335, 000 
is ae NIN ia a kc aves als 44, 548, 999 52, 619, 000 65, 693, 000 
5. Biology i ode 28, 120, 416 29, 172, 000 | 31, 527, 000 
6. Community- esas 18, 977, 206 20, 065, 000 17, 950, 000 
7. Program direction and administration__ ae 33, 953, 408 38, 016, 000 39, 427, 000 
8. Becitity INVesugetions. .........5...ccccceecsue 9, 817, 431 6, 807, 000 6, 610, 000 
i I cc oebt as Lea cow banbeanc —10, 360, 343 270, 000 6, 375, 000 
a i eR a cs ectctnmsoe i: 08, 293,438 | 1, 433, 339, 000 ee 764, 869, 000 
10. Revenues applied - Fe nae Dem ee , 167, 446 | —30, 226 6, 000 _ 733, 797, 000 
I i Rs ccc nntnin ~ 1,082, 125, 992 | "1,403, 113, 000 vy 731, 072 >, 000 
11. Relation of costs to obligations: Increase or 
decrease (—) in selected resources available 
for future application to activity costs......| —231, 957 7, 950 97, 393, 772 49, 528, 000 
| —_— — 
ete ODEN oi nn no en tiwacensceee 850, 168, 042 1, 500, 506, 772 | 1, 780, 400, 000 
Financing: 
Comparative transfers from other accounts ee —21, 476,087 | —49, 175, 000 beers 
Unobligated balance transferred from “Plant and 
Equipment, Atomic Energy Commission’”’ (69 Stat. | 
354, 450) ES Ae: A —§571, 400, 000 }|....-iu.-.-.. 
U noblige ated balance no longer available__--___..___- 344, 931, 727 | 40. - 000, 000 | be 
a __.) 1,098, 962,300 | 575 5, 000, 000 om 1, 740, 400, 000 
Reappropriation 





iin Rte ees | 74, 661, 382 | ot 931, 772 40, 000, 000 








2S SECOND 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Obligations by objects 





Object classification 








| 
| 1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 





1957 






































ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION | 
01 Personal services__- Kptchnitmbenctndmante™ $35, 601, 222 $41, 067, 000 $44, 150, 000 
02 Travel paeveein cael saben edeaiem 2, 210, O71 | 3, 070, 000 3, 350, 000 
03 Transportation of things. oe Soak 3, 739, 141 | 5, 853, 262 5, 743, 634 
Ob. Chmmnmiatine BCTV IOE.. og << ~ -e ing cnmeecssc eee. 3, 015, 970 | 2, 943, 700 3, 003, 520 
05 Rents and utility :ervices..................-...-- 164, 390, 496 | 232, 011, 457 230, 123, 376 
OR RI I I oie sk no ees ogee swectne 605, 598 849, 250 434, 320 
07 Other contractual services Saba iret Pus era 832, 908, 233 | 1, 004, 706, 065 
Services performed by other agencies... i , 12, 712, | 12, 212, 052 11, 225, 545 
08 Supplies and materials__--...-...-..-.--- .-| 166, 270, 763 289, 131, 701 407, 647, 964 
ES Aa LE OE 21,476,087 | 49, 175, 000 43, 620, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions----_.....------------ 824, 299 | 733, 000 733, 000 
13 Refunds, awards, and indemnities----.__-....--_.---- 12, 999 | 159, 400 110, 100 
15 Taxes and assessments_- i aa 83, 457 | 5, 029 5, 029 
I Beata ns can cll ds ccm eb Ociae 76 B | 100, 000 100, 000 
Total obligations 829, 881, 018 1, 470, 219, 084 | 1, 754, 952, 553 
———————— SS SS ———S——E,,_—s ha 
ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
Total number of permanent positions_---_._----- " ; 4 4 4 
Average number of all employees - - ; 3 | 2 | 2 
Number of employees at end of year----__-- aes +-]--- Daa aa 9 oe 
SSS I ee, OC _—=E 
General schedule grades: | 
Average salary 5 | $4, 875 | $5, 044 $5, 044 
Average grade. - .. 3 5 ; GS-7.7 | GS-7.0 GS-7.0 
A eS ae eS Fl ———————— 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions | $6, 719 $7, 841 $7, 841 
Positions other than pe rmanent..___- col 909 | 909 909 
Payment above basic rates } fe 452-4. 
Total personal services 7, 860 750 iv 8, 750 
04 Communication services | 140 * 150 | 150 
06 Printing and reproduction - | 489 500 | 500 
07 Other contractual services ; ‘ } 1, 200 500 500 
08 Supplies and materials 114 | 100 100 
09 Equipment oa 21 | i a ate ho eee 
Total obligations --- Sa 8 a . 9, 833 | 10, 000 10, 000 
ALLOCATION TO GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
03 Transportation of things------ eeata caiei ae red. 
carn RRR RO i ae I ek cicw ita eiec 
ON ee NT UID oo ce eaacas csesireta eoaattals 1, 608, NES siacchntiedate mice 
} ‘. _-— 
UNNI ne on es eat een co, 1, 610, 550 }_..--- 
= = > |-»-b oCO—L—L— oe 
ALLOCATION TO AGRICULTURE RESEARCH SERVICE, | | 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE | | 
Total number of permanent positions. - 9 | u y 
Full-time equivalent of a]] other pamtiens. Beeiee dn etecatnate ie 1 | 2 2 
Average number of all employees peas ar amisn enced 10 | 10 10 
Number of employees at end of year. Sitdennemcavesues 7 | s 8 
Average salaries and grades: | 
General sehedule grades: | 
Average salary.......---.. i ; $4, 844 $5, 245 | $5, 361 
EC en  deatcuees | GS-6. 9 | GS-7.0 GS-7.2 
01 Personal services: | 
Permanent positions-_--_-_- ‘ $50, 375 $53, 900 $53, 900 
Positions other than permanent. aauel 3, 781 3, 600 | 4, 600 
Regular pay above 52-week base - ae | 183 | BR Rc ahegeeea 
Payment above basic rates..........-...----.-.-.-----] OB oc de ieeaSickceaceneehone 
eel anf eennnm—nenl om 
ee TNR) GEPWEINS. . . 5... occa sieeekes da 54, 391 57, 700 | 58, 500 
rr a | 1, 400 | 1, 400 | 1, 400 
| aI So See ec on eee owen 280 800 | 800 
04 Communication services NED 25 50 | 50 
06 Printing and reproduction- oe nsec 100 | 100 
Oy Seep comtranmnl eer wens. . . ... «~~~... ......2....- go asaehuecnnnenesacon 
Services performed by other IRI ec foes ye | 10, 083 14, 517 14, 100 
ip as ee III 53 a 3, 255 5, 900 | 5, 000 
ee nnn OR cc daumacabwomamnal 49 50 | 50 
ES ae Re RE ee a A 80, 517 





0 


) 


~~ eo a 


SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 29 


Obligations by objecis—Continued 


Object classification 1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 





\LLOCATION TO SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT | 


OF AGRICULTURE 





Total number of permanent positions_ --- ae eae 1 2 

Average number of all employees. - - --- bo ao eo 1 2 

Number of employees at end of year Ril Scnssanens . 

Average salaries and grades: | 

General schedule grades: | 
Aveeno... ..........- ee eee a Aenoe $4, 491 | $4, 829 | — 
Average grade. --_-_- : Es sees ; aonl GS-6.5 | GS-6.4 |__- 

01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions_- : kn kstcacemannaal $6, 489 | $6, 970 | 
Regular pay above 52-week base | 30 | 

Total personal services__ 6, 489 7, 000 | 

02 Travel-_- ; 3, 014 4, 400 

03 Transportation of things ee 140 50 |- 

04 Communications services ‘ : 50 

07 Other contractual services 4, 024 Oe 

08 Supplies and materials_- oes 558 1, 000 | 


15 Taxes and assessments-_- ; ae | 4 





Total obligations 














ALLOCATION TO RUREAU OF THE CENSUS, DEPARTMENT | 
OF COMMERCE j 
Number of employees at end of year- - Sa aa as al | 
—————_—_—— a 
Average salaries and grades: | 
General schedule grades: } | 
Average salary -- if = eos amen $4, 708 | 
Average grade GS-6.2 | | 
01 Personal services: Positions other than permanent. ------- 1,026 | 
ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL RUREAU OF STANDARDS, j | 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
| 
; | 
07 Other contractual services_------------- La --| $1,220,220) $1,085, 802 | $1, 022, 000 
ALLOCATION TO COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY, { 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
} | | 
Total number of permanent positions. _-..............---.----- 1 | Beenie i 
Average number of all employees. ____.-------------------- eS 1 De iecanieeke ae 
Number of employees at end of year___-.....-----..---------- l ccncccn teacher a aaiei masa chelate ahaa abd 
Genera! schedule grades: | 
a Se a cneeaeonausaueued $4, 390 I ica ttech eases 
No aaa eeacwsueseene | GS-6. 1 Os: §. j.-.... ae 
01 Personal services: Permanent positions. ___......-.------- $4, 182 $4900 Bc. cvccaes--- 
a ke ee J eo ee man OF Cicccwus ote eee PL 
04 Communication services. _._.....---- Si il tagger eanlichesineic 16 eset cake debe deenas i 
05 Rents and utility services.._.................. re tuckatd WOihacan ccs ase RS secs aipitaken, 
07 Other comtractanl werviens................._............... 90 a a es rere as 
Oe eres re ne ne cc cence wcncea ae Se 1s 328. sched epee 
ae | et eer——crerriit meneame = 
I 2 eS ae a cecbdekbaneieeen 4, 760 4,240 |___- 
SSS OO ——————— > —— 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY | 
Total number of permanent positions________--- paicabaiaiee 66 67 | 60 
Average number of all employees - ; oe a 65 66 59 
Number of employees at end of year- : Mo chee ligated 61 58 | 58 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Averass Geet ............< e ; miowebas $4, 025 $4, 334 | $4, 341 
_ Average “Ses ea = GS-5.3 Gs8-5.3 | G8-5.3 
Ungraded positions: Average salary__.............------- $4, 025 $4, 680 | $4, 080 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions__ . ila i $285, 823 $321, 730 | $288, 645 
Regular pay in exeess of §2-week base________- = 1, 092 1, 230 1, 100 
Payment above basic rates_...._.____- aoe 808 1, 000 5 
Total personal services_- oR Me Ri Ae ae as 287, 723 323, 960 289, 745 
02 Travel_. pee ; ; Te Sas 22, 290 24, 800 20, 000 
03 Transportation of things____...___--___- os 470, 353 655, 000 655, 000 


04 Communication services. ........-_..--- Fa 2 a oe 140, 088 28, 000 | 28, 000 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 





1957 









































Object classification | 1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
— eee ni a Sa 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—continued | 
05 Rents and utility services_____- ae $446, 308 | $451, 155 | $426, 155 
07 Other contractual services___._____ Slt diata oe ee 3, 609, 518 11, 281, 427 | 10, 844, 047 
EEL ED | 70, 7il 22, 657 16, 000 
15 Taxes and assessments___...._.-- ik inendialanciecndidhonsGhooaadaee 246 300 300 
Total obligations_____- idea ae > aes 5, 047, 237 12, 787, 299 12, 279, 247 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY i 
7 ae | = 
Total number of permanent positions___-___._______- 64 | 47 47 
Average number of all employees---_---_----- . : 63 46 | 46 
Number of employees at end of year.___.....-.-_--_--- 65 46 46 
General schedule grades: 
a. 4s Fo utet ones cansaburaunsouieacud a $4, 320 $4, 453 $4, 453 
Average grade ee GS-+6.4 | GS-6.8 GS-68 
Ungraded positions: Average salary.........--.-------------- 4, 154 | 4, 193 4, 193 
- NN EES | Ee —_ = 
01 Personal services’ 
Permanent positions_. sich hia tone en sagan adnate $341, 162 | $276, 290 $277, 000 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base____..--_--_----- 947 | A it erat ‘ 
Payment above hasic rates...........---- isi ase | 7, 942 | 4, 000 4, 000 
Total personal services---__- 350, 051 281, 000 281, 000 
— sa 
02 Travel ‘ 10, 057 |-- - 
03 Transportation of things-- | 4, 738 | 21, 940 | 6, 040 
04 Communication services.-...........-.--------- BIR fai ist Swati as a 
07 Other contractual services | 4, 709, 752 | 5, 724, 789 | 4, 908, 000 
08 Supplies and materials__...--- Extedeenwes omaha 228, 534 | 792, 936 | 13, 836 
> TR EIU ee coca ccc eecmceween 1, 124 | 1, 124 1, 124 
Total obligations...............<...-..- 5, 304, 365 6, 821, 789 5, 210, 000 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OF “iiiier Cemirentinl NEVINS. 3 occ nck enna cece che 44, 948 PN Nsdcanben-<<>~ 
ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, DEPARTMENT OF THE | 
INTERIOR | 
Mi ae ae ae | 6, 183, 341 6, 789, 962 | 6, 127, 700 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF MINES, DEPARTMENT OF THE | 
INTERIOR 
| j 
Total number of permanent positions_._.....-..-...-.----.-- | 325 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions | 16 
Average number of all employees-_- --------------- a aul 314 | 
Number of employees at end of year Kapaa 204 | 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary. adios $5, 051 | 
Average grade anaes GS-7.4 | 
Ungraded positions: Average salary- a $3, 982 | 
01 Personal services: | 
Permanent positions... > | $1,348, 648 $642, 452 $459, 606 
Positions other than permanent | 72, 617 | 26, 526 29, 029 
Regular pay above 52-week base | 4, 700 2, 470 
Payment above basic rates | 53, 312 | 8, 743 7,170 
Total personal services | 1, 479, 277 | 680, 191 486, 805 
02 Travel | 53, 957 33, 500 31, 300 
03 Transportation of things 80, 014 14, 176 7, 461 
04 Communication services 4, 247 | 1, 850 1,350 
05 Rents and utility services_- 2, 950 2, 600 | 1, 650 
06 Printing and reproduction } 365 | 100 | 100 
07 Other contractual services 114,815 | 93, 500 68, 300 
08 Supplies and materials | 435,011 | 134, 534 81, 634 
13. Refunds, awards, and indemnities — a 
15 Taxes and assessments. | 11, 941 | 1, 900 


Total obligations__- 


2, 182, 866 | 


—— ———— | 





1, 400 


52, 351 





630, 000 











SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1955 actual 


ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Total number of permanent positions_- 7 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 2 
A verage number of all employees an — 7 
Number of employees at end of year - 7 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary___- ee $4, 277 
Average grade frit sD GS-6.5 
Ungraded positions: Average salary - rr. 3, 600 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions-- , : : : $19, 526 | 
Positions other than permanent 7, 713 
-*ayment above basic rates._..______- Senha ae 100 
Total personal services_......_._-- es 2 27, 339 | 
OR Teen. .<cox aches a Sd ae aa 596 
03 ‘Transportation of things_.........___- | 553 
04 Communication services aa ‘ 212 
05 Rents and utility services__- : 756 
07 Other contractual services. _--_- oS 5, 267 
08 Supplies and materials__- ee ; 6, 110 
15 Taxes and assessments__---- . ie cc 207 
Tks Ge a. os wc tteccued Répwade . 41, 040 


ALLOCATION TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, DEPARTMENT | 
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE | 


1956 estimate | 1957 est 


$4, 722 
GS-6.8 
, 660 


—— 


$31, 231 
120 

31, 351 
400 

100 


200 | 
800 


5,010 | 


37, 861 


$5, 335 
GS-7.0 


$40, 709 | 


“ - \-- 


lotal number of permanent positions eek : 7 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions___- : . = 9 
Average number of all employees. - --_--_--- ; ’ : | 13 
Number of employees at end of year - - 6 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 

Average salary...........-- ee | $4, 955 

Average grade... ..........- eee i : GS-7.0 
01 Personal services: | 

Permanent positions__---__------ : $34, 673 | 

Positions other than permanent___..---_- 55, 249 

Regular pay above 52-week base--_-_...._-- 3 17 

Payment: apove besic rates.......................... , 200 

Total personal services._........_-_--- meas | 90, 139 | 

02 Travel.......-.. eee eee ee ea ants te ESE | 69, 938 | 
03 Transportation of things...............-..--- , ‘ 1,071 | 
04 Communication services_...........----- eset 524 376 
06 Printing and reproduction --__-.-.-._-- oe cas 60 | 
07 Other contractual services--_..........------_--- 972 
15 Taxes and assessments...-....--------- aba cian diesenkdatads 50 


163, 676 


08 Supplies and materials_...........--- meer ; eae | 1,070 
GING Sy Jencikcndudinornccwnamecus trialed 
! 


80579—56 





40, 709 

8, 550 | 
450 | 
150 | 
250 
400 
100 


50, 609 


31 


“4 


isis 


$4, 817 
GS-6.8 
3, 660 


$32, 505 


32, 505 
400 
100 
200 
800 


4, 495 


38, 500 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


1955 actual 


BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 

4 ppropriation 

Reappropriation of prior year balance 

Obligated balance brought forward : 

Unobligated balance transferred from ‘‘Plant and equip- 
ment, Atomic Energy Commission”’ (69 Stat. 354, 450). 


$1, 098, 962, 300 
74, 661, 382 
767, 265, 123 


1956 estimate 


oer 


$575, 000, 000 
344, 931, 772 
557, 277, 430 


571, 400, 000 


19 


~ 


= 


vi 





Total budget authorizations available_._.------- 1, 940, 888, 805 2, 048, 609, 202 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 
Expenditures 

Out cf current at rizatior nibh os 37, 722, 57 

it of curr nt auth riz oe onto \ 1, 038, 679, 648 f 837, 722, 70) 

Out of prior authorizations J F | 557, 277, 430 

lotal expenditures 1, 038, 679, 648 1, 395, 000, 000 
Unobligated balance no longer available (expiring for 

obligation 344, 931, 727 40, 000, 000 

Obligated balance carried forward 557, 277, 430 613, 609, 202 

Total expenditures and balances e 1, 940, 888, 805 2, 048, 609, 202 


PLANT ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION 


Program and financing 


1955 actual | 1956 estimate 





1957 estimate 





$1, 740, 400, 000 
40, 000, 000 
613, 609, 202 


2, 394, 009, 202 


1, 053, 3°0, 798 
613, 609, 202 


1, 667, 000, 000 


727, 009, 202 


2, 394, 009, 202 


1957 estimate 


Program by activities 
1. Source and special nuclear materials facilities_- $159, 025,127 | $139, 329, 516 $69, 865, 000 
2. Weapons facilities 30, 104, 014 60, 563, 186 75, 814, 000 
3. Reactor development facilities 42. 385, 393 131, 653, 924 149, 953, 000 
+. Physical research facilities 13, 704, 109 34, 248, 793 13, 832, 000 
5. Biology and medicine facilities 787, 666 6. 769, 429 1, 138, 000 
6. Community facilities 3, 009, 575 8, 587, 962 3, 920, 000 
7. Administrative facilities 5, 000 9, 995, 000 1, 117, 000 
Total obligations 249, 020,884 | 391,147,810 306, 639, 000 
Financing 
Comparative transfers to other accounts 21, 476, 087 49.175, 000 . 
Unobligated balance broug forward —404, 691,532 —755,331,371 | —148, 339, 000 
Unobligated balance transferred to ‘‘Operating expenses, 


Atomic Energy Commission” (69 Stat. 354, 450) __- 571, 400, 000 a 
Recovery of prior year obligations — 510, 254,410 —145, 503, 439 as 
Unobligated balance carried forward 755, 331, 371 148, 339, 000 Sens ae 

Appropriation 110, 882, 400 259, 227, 000 158, 300, 000 


Obligations by objects 


Object classification 1955 actual = 1 


56 estimate 





1957 estimate 


ATOMIC ENERCY COMMISSION 
03 Transportation of things $731, 592 $477, 000 o= 
04 Communication services 144, 509 90, 000 
05 Rents and utility services 407, 268 250, 000 
07 Other contractual services 8, 658, 702 13, 168, 879 
pervices perl rmed t V « ther agencies 12, 382, 956 14, 921, 498 
OS Supplies ar rials 2, 202, 093 500, 000 
Lands i structures 222, 647, 450 333, 459, 263 306, 639, 000 
- ——-, ‘ ? : = x , , 
Re s, awards, and indemnities 504, 552 
I blig ns 247, 679, 122 362, 866, 630 306, 639, 000 
ALLOCA N TO CENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
( things 20, 306 38, 000 
( 0 1 ser eS 18, 778 61, 000 
OS Sup] il 19, 580, O78 ‘ 
otal ot at s i . 39, OS4 19, 679, O78 


I 


| 











00 
100 
102 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 






Object classification 1955 actual 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 

























ALLOCATION TO FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 






Total number of permanent positions- _- poe 5 { 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions...._.._-- ea 4 7 
Average number of all employees ae ; 9 12 
Number of employees at end of year } 












Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary . : ee $4, 707 $5, 069 
Average grade : GS-6.6 GS-6.7 
Ungraded positions: Average salary 












Personal services: 





Permanent positions $26, 584 $29, 652 
Positions other than permanent_--- ? 16, 547 25, 500 






Regular pay above 52-week base 







Total personal services 














02 Travel... oad ; a ; , 325 6, 350 
03 Transportation of things a ie 4,785 5, 000 
05 Rents and utility services ae 13 500 
07 Other contractual services 140 50) 

Services performed by other agencies_-___- 1, 445 25, 000 
0&8 Supplies and materials 27, 192 15, 260 
15 Taxes and assessments 25 









Total obligations wana ; sale ; 2, 742 











OF PURLIC ROADS, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


ALLOCATION TO BUREAt 









Total number of permanent positions 







Full-time equivalent of all other positions 2 2 
Average number of all employees 5 8 
Number of employees at end of year S 










Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 







Average salary-- $5, 166 $5, 584 
Average grade GS-7.6 GS-7.6 
Ungraded positions: Average salary ----- $4, 295 $4, 888 






Personal services: 












Permanent positions -_- fe a4 $12, 376 $27, 000 
Positions other than permanent__- sacs . 5, 371 6, 000 
Regular pay in excess of 52-week base__ ; 16 100 
Payment above basic rates__-_- ; ’ 3, 041 2. 990 
Total personal services--_- ; , 20, 834 36, 000 
02 Travel 5 4, 556 10, 000 
03 Transportation of things . 19 100 
04 Communication services_- : a 31 100 
05 Kents and utility services __- Ee ntixwoutas A 107, 736 150, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction. ______- . ae 56 100 
07 Other contractual services -- ie 28, 998 100, 000 
08 Supplies and materials ba : 606 1, 000 : : 
09 Equipment om i otek 13 






783, 417 5, 157, 637 


Lands and structures 






Obligations incurred ss ue 2 : 946, 266 5, 454, 937 





ALLOCATION TO NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 












Other contractual services - - -- : a 116, 811 






ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 






Total number of permanent positions eslaleshaciedteaotene 
Average number of aJ] employees_- -- s ead 3 20 
Number of employees at end of year_- 






Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary : i $4, 025 $4, 334 
Average grade_-- : Gs 3 GS-5.3 
Ungraded positions: Average salaries. ............._.-- $4, 025 $4, 080 
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Obligations by objects—Continued 


Object classification 1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
| 








ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—continued 


)l Personal services: 






































Permanent positions ae i ree se $13, 887 | ON i 
Regular pay above 52-week base_- ee ee 53 ee 
Payment above basic rates-- eect bebe taee 36 | peck see eo aeds rica 
Total personal services rales net alata 13, 976 IIB po-otitieccionia achnate 
sre 8 as duapid eras taneliniendose vee 298 SU Sores ertececa eect noe 
03 Transportation of things - ee Peis ae ea es 506 wneeenpo--aa--| ee 
07 Other contractual services _ _---- Seas ei ecee 5, 108 | NE da cerca eins 
08 Supplies and materials_...._.. 7 oe 100 500 ce a caret. 
09 Equipment pes ree oe ae be A ato eae 20, 550 |} ...-- Bee eae eee a! 
10 Lands and structures............-.__-__-- Se ee eee at 100, 632 | 2, 147, 431 i ee a 
a in inn clnomiai aiomeeraos 141, 269 | 2, 512, 362 53 
—— — ——|= = | — 
ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
07 Other contractual services_--- 6, 120 167. 480 ; 
09 Equipment } 328, 658 | 
Total obligations. 6, 120 | 496, 138 | : 
ALLOCATION TO BUREAU OF MINES, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 
' 
amvuer of empovers ot end Of Year... ...- ~~... ~- 5556265 5-|-s nsec Bp AE 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions ; 619 
Regular pay above 52-week base 24 . 
Total personal services 643 
8 Supplies and materials 1, 211 
09 Equipment 1,286 }----.------05 
Total obligations 3, 302 
ALLOCATION TO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 
08 Equipment------- 6, 168 
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1955 actual 


1956 estimate 


1957 estimate 


BUDCET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation _ __ ee 

Balance brought forward: 
Unobligated _ _- 
Obligated _- 


rotal budget authorizations available - -_-- 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 


Expenditures : : 2 
Unobligated balance transferred to “Operating 
Atomic Energy Commission” (69 Stat. 354, 450) 
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U nobligated _ - 
Obligated._._- 


Total expenditures and balances. 
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| 
$110, 882, 400 | $2 

j 
. 404,691,532 | 7 
. 1,631, 384, 020 5 
2, 146, 957, 952 |1, 


818, 660, 888 


STATEMENT 


Senator Hitt. The committee will be in order. 
Now, Admiral, you wished this to be in executive session, did you 


not? 
Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hiiu. All right, will you take a look and see if everybody is 
cleared? 

Mr. Strauss. Everyone in the room is cleared. 

Mr. Chairman, we will have a declassified version of my introductory 
statement prepared in the event that you wish to make public any 
part of it. 

Senator Hitt. Thank you. That will be available to us? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hii. In otber words, after this meeting, if the press 
wants to know about the meeting, we will have this statement which 
is available for giving out to the press? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right. 

Senator Hitu. Fine. Admiral, we will be delighted to have you 
proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Srrauss. I have a brief forword and then we will discuss the 
details of the budget. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we of the Atomic 
Energy Commission look forward to these annual appearances before 
your committee. Not only do they y give us an occasion to present 
our financial needs for the carrying out of our responsibilities, under 
the Atomic Energy Act, but they also enable us to summarize for you 
in executive session some of the major developments in the atomic 
energy program during the past year, and we have made progress as 
a result of your informed support of the Commission in previous 
years. I am sure that your general understanding of our activities 
makes it unnecessary for me to do more than present such a summary 
on this occasion. 

Let me therefore review the highlights of our program as briefly as 
possible in order that sufficient time may be available to discuss those 
aspects which are of particular interest to you. 


INTRODUCTION OF COMMISSIONERS 


Before I proceed, I would like to introduce to you Commissioner 
Vance, who joined us last October, the gentleman on my right, and 
who is appearing here for the first time. 

I am sure Dr. Libby and other members of the staff are familiar to 
you. Commissioner von Neumann, who is not present, is, I regret to 
say, seriously ill at Walter Reed Hospital, and has not been able to 
attend our sessions for some time. 

Senator Hitu. I am sorry to hear it. 

Mr. Strauss. The loss of his active services is not only a great loss 
to the Commission, but a loss to his country. 


APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTED 


The total appropriation request for the Atomic Energy Commission 
for 1957 is $1,898,700,000. This request includes $1,740,400,000 for 
operating expenses and $158,300,000 for plant acquisition and con- 
struction. 

Senator ELLENpER. That is new money? 

Mr. Srravuss. That is new appropriations for 1957. That is right. 

Senator Hitu. The original estimate for 1957 sites expenses 
was $1,672,000,000, and then you have a supplemental of $68,400,000, 
which gives you a total of $1,740,400,000. 
Mr. Srrauss. I believe those figures are correct. 
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INCREASE IN OPERATING COSTS 





Mr. Chairman, this budget reflects an increase in operating costs 
of 23 percent over fiscal year 1956. Several factors account for this 
growth. First of all, 1957 will be the first year during which all of 
our major production facilities will have been in operation through- 
out the entire year. I am referring to the production reactors and 
chemical separations plants at Hanford and Savannah River, and to 
the gaseous diffusion plants at Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth. 

You will recall that these plants were included in the expansion 
programs, the last one of which was initiated in 1952, and some of them 
have just been completed. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you any that are not completed? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir, they are all completed. 

Senator Hitt. Do you have any now that you plan to start? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, we are not planning to start any new major 
production plants. The small amount for new construction and plant 
acquisition in 1957, which is mentioned, I will describe in a moment. 
The General Manager tells me that one of the feed materials plants 
which was authorized is not yet completed. 

Also, receipts of uranium ores and concentrates will be substantially 
greater, in 1957, and an even larger increase in 1958 is anticipated 
and hoped for. 

The third major factor in our operating cost growth is the expansion 
now taking place in our reactor development efforts. By far the 
largest part of this growth in costs is the result of more extensive 
efforts to develop nuclear powered aircraft and naval vessels. We 
also anticipate a smaller but significant growth in the development of 
civilian power reactors. Under the provisions of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, interest in atomic energy and its opportunities is spreading 
rapidly to larger segments of American industry and to nations 
abroad. It is also clear that greater attention is being given to every 
aspect of atomic energy by the press and other news media. We 
welcome these developments which point up the fact that atomic 
energy will eventually become a part of everyday life. But the fact 
remains that with all the encouraging developments in civilian 
peaceful aspects of atomic energy, we must continue to devote by far 
the larger portion of our effort and resources to the military applica- 
tions. More than three-fourths of our operating costs in 1957 will 
be incurred in activities directly related to weapons production, and 
another 10 percent will be for development work on military pro- 
pulsion reactors. Clearly the growth of the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy has not been at the expense of our military program. Rather, 
the greater capacity of our production facilities and more efficient 
use of nuclear materials has made possible the greater emphasis on 
nonmilitary applications. 


UNEXPENDED BALANCES OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Senator ELLENDER. Admiral, before you go to weapons, I notice 
from your summary of amended budget estimates, page 1, vou have 
unexpended balances there at the end of the fiscal year 1957 for oper- 
ating expenses of $727 million, and for plant acquisition and construc- 
tion of $581.4 million. Have you taken that into account in request- 
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ing this new money that you are asking for, or are you deducting 
that? 

Mr. Srrauss. These amounts are unexpended, Senator, but they 
will have been obligated. 

Senator ELLENDER. I thought you just said that we had completed 
all the buildings. For instance, plant acquisition, that would indicate 
to me you are not through yet 

Mr. Srrauss. Will you explain that, General Fields? 

Mr. Fretps. The chairman, I believe, was discussing the major 
plant expansion programs which were initiated in 1952, when he said 
they were completed. We have had subsequent to that time, plant 
items in the budgets from year to year, so that there will always be 
items under construction at the end of the year, but these are not a 
part of the major expansion of our production facilities. 

Senator ELLENDER. When the statement was made a while ago that 
all your plants were completed, why, that was an error, was it not? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, Senator, I referred to the major produe tion ex- 
pansion which included the building of Savannah River, Paducah and 
Portsmouth. As a result of the Korean war the decision was made 
to greatly increase the whole production facilities of the Commission. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, would your operating expenses include 
the category of material purchased? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, it would include the raw material. 

Mr. Fieips. Not for the construction of the plant, sir. It would 
include the procurement of raw materials and other materials, and 
services required for the operation of our plants and laboratories. 

Senator ELLenpER. And the other, plant acquisition and construc- 
tion, is strictly for plants? 

Mr. Fiexps. Yes, sir. 


OPERATING EXPENSES 


Mr. Strauss. The operating expenses obviously have increased as 
the plants have been completed. 

Senator ELLenpeErR. As I recall, you stated 2 or 3 years ago after all 
your plants were completed it would require $2 billion a year to 
operate them. 

Mr. Strauss. That is the figure we estimated 2 years ago; yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You have just about reached that point now. 

Mr. Srfauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu. Does your operating cost include the research, too? 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, the armed ser*ices are 
spending quite a chunk of money for research in the use of atomic 
weapons. To what extent do you cooperate with the armed services 
in that respect. 

MAJOR CATEGORIES OF RESEARCH 


Chairman Srravss. Our research is not in the use of atomic weap- 
ons. We have two major categories of research, one is the medical 
and general scientific research, and the other is research on the meth- 
ods for making and improving specialized weapons. Wedonoresearch 
into their use, if I understood you correctly. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I know the armed services have quite a large 
amount that they are spending in that direction, as ] remember. The 
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amount is $5,192 million, which of course includes the use, that is, 
when they make airplanes, they have tests and all that is charged. 

Mr. Srrauss. I am now speaking of something of which I have no 
direct knowledge, but I wonder if the research to which you are refer- 
ring does not have to do with research into the delivery systems, that 
is, the method of getting the weapons on the target, rather than with 
actual construction and design of the weapons themselves. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, they make shells of different kinds, atomic 
weapons. 

Senator Hitu. You mean the fabrication of the weapons? 

Senator ELLenpER. No. They experiment in that the same as 
you do. I don’t believe there is any difference between your method 
and theirs. 

Mr. Srrauss. Most of the fabrication of atomic weapons, of course, 
is done by the Commission with money appropriated to the Commis- 
sion. ‘There are a few situations where they do some of the research. 
If there is a weapon which becomes a part of the fuselage of the plane, 
that is to say, the body of the weapon becomes a part of the ballistic 
properties of the plane itself, the task is divided. Under those cir- 
cumstances, the arguments would be presented and the Commission 
and the Defense Department would make an agreement as to a 
division of responsibility for research on the weapon. The Commission 
would make the warhead, the fusing, and other essentials of that sort, 
and the Defense Department, in this particular case the Air Force, 
would design and be responsibile for the production of the ballistic 
container which as I say in this case is a part of the plane. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is there that separation? 

Mr. Srravss. For the simple reason that if we were designing and 
were responsible for a part of the plane, there would be, I suppose, 
considerable opportunities for differences of opinion as to whether the 
components would go together when they were assembled and whether 
they were properly scheduled. It is an appropriate dividing line to 
give the Commission the responsibility for the explosive part of that 
weapon and the Defense Department, in this case the Air Force, the 
responsibility for the delivery part of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. The amount of money you contemplate spend- 
ing for research, is that included in the amount for operating expenses? 

Mr. Srravss. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are going to give details later? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM CONSTRUCTION TO OPERATING 


Senator SALTONSTALL. May I ask a couple of questions on the over- 
all budget here? You recall 2 years ago we had a tremendous argu- 
ment about transferring funds from construction to operating, and 
so on. 


Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You will recall that 3 or 4 years ago, I guess 
before you were chairman, we separated the construction and capital 
expenditures from the operating expenditures. They were originally 
all merged and then we separated them. That is correct; is not not? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. Now, this year, if I read your page 1 cor- 
rectly, you are requesting appropriations of $1,898,700,000. You are 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 39 


obligating $2,087 million, and you are spending $1,980 million, and 
you will carry over a total of $1,308 million in both accounts. Now, 
for the first time on the construction account, we subdivide that for 
the moment, you are not transferring any money and you will not have 
any unobligated balance. So that at the end of the fiscal year 1957, 
a year from now, you will have no unobligated funds in your capital 
account; is that correct? 

Mr. McCartny. We expect, at the end of the next fiscal year that 
we would not have any unobligated balance. At the end of this 
fiscal year we would have an unobligated balance which has been 
applied. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I am talking about a year from now. 

Mr. McCartny. A year from now we do not expect to have any 
unobligated balance. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That means at the same time you will have 
no unobligated balance, but you will have unexpended capital balances 
of $581 million. 

Mr. McCarrny. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALToNnsTaLL. And there will be no transfers to anything 
else. 

Mr. McCarruy. No, sir. 

Senator SaLtronsTaLL. Now, on your operating fund, on page 3, 
where there is a breakdown which shows that you will have to obligate 
$1,780,400,000. As Mr. Hill says, that is approaching the $2 billion 
mark. You will have, out of that, no unobligated balances at the 
end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. McCarruy. We do not expect to have any, sir. That is 
correct. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You will have unexpended an amount of 
$727 million. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is correct. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So this is the first budget I have seen in the 
years I have been on this committee, where you expect to obligate all 
your funds. 

Mr. McCarrny. Yes, sir. 

Senator SatronstaLL. And where you are not making any trans- 
fers from one account to another. 

Mr. McCarruy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And where you are actually going to expend 
more money than you are asking for appropriations by approximately 
$81 million. 

Mr. McCarrtny. That is right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So you will have as an unexpended balance 
at the end of this year, you will have unobligated balances of zero, 
and you will have a slight reduction in unexpended balances? 

Mr. McCarruy. There will be a slight increase in the unexpended 
balance at the end of 1957 over 1956. 

Senator SALronstaLu. A slight increase in the unexpended? 

Mr. McCarrtnuy. I am comparing the 1956 with 1957. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I would make it a decrease from $1,389,700,- 
000 to $1,308,400,000. 

Mr. McCarrny. I thought we were talking of operating expenses 
only. There is a reduction in the total unexpended balances. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In the operating, there will be an increase of 
approximately $75 million; that is correct? 
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Mr. McCarruy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that if the budgetary scheme is carried 
through as submitted by vou and not changed ‘by us, you will keep your 
construction and your operating accounts separate for the first time, 
completely separate, and you w vill obligate every penny that is given 
to you? 

Mr. MeCarruy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you attribute that fact, that is, that you 
won’t have any unobligated balances after this year, to the fact that 
you have completed erection of all of vour plants? Is that the main 
reason? 

Mr. McCartruy. That is the main reason. The major plants will 
have been completed so that there will not be the large unobligated 
balance which we have had in past vears. 

Senator ELLENDER. But you will have savings in operating? 

Mr. McCartuy. Yes; we will reduce - unpaid obligations for 
operating expenses as compared to fiscal year 1955. 

Senator ELtenper. I wish you would give a little bit of your 
method of reducing your unobligated balances to the armed services. 
They are coming in this year with almost $12 billion unobligated. 
Two years ago they had over $15 billion. That is what some of us 
have been complaining about. 

Mr. Strauss. Their problem is of a different magnitude, Senator. 
They have a tougher job than we do. 

Senator ELLENpDER. I doubt it. 


APPLICATION OF REVENUES 


Senator SaALTONSTALL. You have $33,797,000 of applied revenues, 
Where do those revenues come from? 

Mr. McCarruy. They are shown this vear for the first time as 
applied revenues. The major portion of that, or $16.5 million, is 
income from the operation of communities. In past years we have 
presented the community program on a net basis, showing the gross 
cost and the reduction for revenues in the one program. This year, 
as you will note, the gross costs for the community program are shown 
above under the community program, and the revenues are deducted 
in the line below shown as revenues applied. This is done to show 
all the revenues in one place. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Your communities are still costing you a 
little something. 

Mr. MeCarruy. They will in 1957, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Where does the rest of that revenue come 
from? 

Mr. MecCartuy. The rest of the revenue in addition to the $16.5 
million from the communities in 1957, is the revenue of $12.9 million 
from the sale of materials, the income from services which is projected 
at $3.3 million, and other income of $1.1 million. 


DEPRECIATION 


Senator SALTONSTALL. You do not show depreciation anywhere. 
Do vou charge for depreciation? 

Mr. Burrows. We charge depreciation on any product sold, how- 
ever, it is not a budgetary item. 
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Senator SALTONSTALL. You do not depreciate the value of your 
plants? 

Mr. Burrows. Yes, sir; but we do not show it in the budget. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Not in these figures? 

Mr. Burrows. We do not include depreciation in the budgetary 
stateme a In the financial statement all depreciation is shown. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You take off obsolescence? 

Mr. Bur RROwS. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What is the figure for obsolescence and de- 
preciation this year, combined? 

Mr. Burrows. Could I supply that for the record? I do not have 
it available. 

(The information requested follows :) 

Depreciation on plant and equipment for the fiscal year 1955 totaled $237 
million, 

Mr. Srravss. In figuring the unit cost of our product, we do take 
into conside ration both the de preciation and obsolescence. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. I think it would be very important to keep 
your capital account separate, that you show your depreciation and 
obsolescence. 

Mr. Strauss. That is right. In spite of increasing annual charges 
for depreciation we are able to make continued reductions in the unit 
cost of the end product. 

PRODUCTS SOLD 


Senator ELLenpDER. These products you are selling, what are they? 

Mr. Srrauss. We sell heavy water, which is not a classified ma- 
terial, but we are the only people in the world who can make it at the 
price at which it is being made. We sell some of it to the Canadians 
and to other friendly governments. We are about to sell uranium, 
and various isotopes have been sold by the Commission since 1947, 
both in this country and abroad. | 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, the sale of those products, why should 
you take off depreciation? 

Mr. Fieips. We include depreciation in arriving at the price we are 
going to charge for our products. 

Senator ELLENDER. So that you get all your money back at least. 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. Now, in the brief reference that you furnished as to 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, do you have any account between the 
Commission and the different arms of the services? 

Mr. Strauss. No, sir. Under the law the President directs us at 
least annually, sometimes more often, how much to make and how 
much to turn over to the Armed Forces. ‘There is no transfer of funds. 

Senator Hiiu. No transfer of funds at all? 

Mr. Strauss. That is right. 

Senator Hiii. Now, so far as stockpiling is concerned, you arrive 
at that through mutual agreement, how much you might stockpile 
and how much the Armed Forces might stockpile, how much they 
might have in their reserve? 

Mr. Strauss. The weapons in the custody of the Armed Forces 
are a part of the national stockpile, and there are occasions when 
this is not static, that is to say, weapons that are transferred to the 
Armed Forces come back to the Commission for overhaul or for 
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refabrication if improvements are to be made. As a matter of fact, 
some years ago practically the entire stockpile was reworked in order 
to make more weapons out of the same quantity of material. That 
is one of the reasons we keep these numbers very much under wraps. 


PLANT ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION REQUEST 


Senator Hitt. You spoke that all your major plants would be com- 
pleted. That indicates that there might be minor plants. Are there 
many of those? Will those amount to much as far as the overall 
setup is concerned? 

Mr. Strauss. It is a small percentage of the overall setup. I think 
we can give you a fairly good idea of what is incomplete. 

Mr. Fixxps. It includes the same type of plants which are included 
in our fiscal year 1957 plant acquisition and construction program. 
They may be laboratory facilities, improvements to the piles, weapon 
assembly plants, storage-site modifications, or improvements to the 
proving grounds. They include certain military reactors and the con- 
struction of reactor prototypes in the development program. They 
are facilities of this nature, generally. 

There is also one request in 1957 for a feed materials plant which 
would be in the production chain. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what you propose to do with this 
$158.3 million on page 1? 

Mr. Srravuss. Our total request for obligations for plant acquisition 
and construction is $306 million, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where is that shown? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is on page 1, sir. 

Senator ELuenpER. I have page 1 here. 

Senator SaALtronsTALu. The details are shown on page 175 of the 
budget estimate. 

Mr. Freuips. On page 175 there is a summary of obligations by 
program for fiscal 1957. You see, that is in the amount of $306.6 
million. The total is broken down into seven programs showing the 
requirements for each. The amount for source and special nuclear 
materials, is $69.9 million, for example. What we are requesting is 
an appropriation of $158.3 million, and the reappropriation of un- 
obligated balances of $148.3 million, to give a total of $306.6 million 
for obligation. 

Senator ELLENDER. The new money you are asking for is indicated 
on the same page? 

Mr. Fretps. The new money is $158.3 million, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I was trying to ask you. 

Mr. Freips. That is the new appropriation. 

Senator ELLeNpER. And the rest of it is carryover of unobligated 
balances from last veat 

Mr. Freups. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. All right. 


FINANCING OF MAJOR OPERATING CONTRACTS 


Senator Sauronstauy. I have been trying to think over, if we 
wanted to change your figures in any way, how would we go at it? 
You have them set up so that it is kind of difficult to find out where 
to aim, if we wanted to aim. Iam not saying Ido. Supposing you 
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got all your money you intend to obligate, all your money for con- 
struction, your capital money. You intend to obligate all your 
operating money. But you intend to carry over as unexpended an 
increase of $75 million in operating and a cutback of about $150 
million on construction. Now, that means you have some lead time, 
obviously you have quite a lot of lead time in obligating those funds 
if you are going to carry over $727 million. 


LEAD TIME REQUIREMENTS 


Assume we wanted to cut out some of your operating money, 
that would mean that you would have less to obligate but you would 
come closer to spending the money that you had. Now, what are 
the things that require so much lead time that you are going to carry 
over $727 million? 

Mr. Strauss. It would be awfully hard just to name them offhand. 

Mr. Freups. These are really for commitments under our major 
operating contracts, which carry over for 6 months into the next 
fiscal year. 

Senator SaALTONSTALL. You say you have a lead time of 6 months? 

Mr. Fretps. Yes, sir, on our major operating contracts. 

Senator SAaLTONSTALL. What is one major operating contract? 

Mr. Fiextps. One would be the Union Carbide & Carbon Chemical 
Co. contract at Oak Ridge. They operate one of our principal 
gaseous diffusion plants and a laboratory there. Another is the 
Dupont contract, which operates all of the reactors at the Savannah 
River plant. 

Senator SaLTonsTaALL. How long is the contract made? 

Mr. Fretps. The contracts are for a period of from 4 to 5 years, 
but obligations are made against them every year as a supplement 
to the contract. 

Senator SaALToONSTALL. I do not quite understand that. You make 
the contract with the Union Carbide for 5 years, say? 

Mr. Frevps. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But you provide the funds on an annual 
basis on which to carry out the contract? 

Mr. Frevps. That is right, sir. 

Senator SattonstaLu. Then the lead time on their operations, I 
take it, is more than a year or is this carryover something we will say 
they started in April which is going to be completed in October? 

Mr. Fretps. Mr. Burrows, could you answer that question? 

Mr. Burrows. It is a combination of two things. At the end of 
any 1 fiscal year, they have made a number of commitments them- 
selves which the Government has to cover, that is, commitments for 
purchases, and so forth. In addition, in order to give them assurance 
of a continuity, we have to give them a certain amount of funds in 
advance so that they can take care of other types of commitments, 
such as in the event of termination. There are lots of expenses which 
are inherent in the operation and for which they need assurance that 
they would be covered. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. It is your answer if we cut down any of these 
unobligated funds it would mean that you would interfere with the 
contract which you are doing? 

Mr. Burrows. Yes, sir. I think the answer would have to be 
that if you cut us we would have to assume you wanted us to reduce 
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some program, and we would attempt to reduce it in accordance with 
the wishes of the Congress. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. | think I understand that. 

Senator -~ You would then cut off that which you now have in 
operation? Could I put it that way? 

Mr. Fieitps. We would have to cut it off or reduce the level. 

Senator Hitt. You might not cut the whole flow off, but you would 
at least reduce the flow? 

Mr. Freips. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You said that 80 percent of the flow is the 
military? 

Mr. Strauss. It is more than that. 

Mr. Freips. It is 85 percent in this forthcoming budget. 

Mr. Srrauss. With respect to the plants mentioned, namely, 
Oak Ridge and Savannah River, we are taking the uranium oxide and 
making it into a form in which it can be used in weapons. These 
plants have been built with the idea of accommodating not only the 
material we have been buying, but also for the increased program we 
believe we have stimulated by long term contracts, which I will 
mention in a moment, with the producers in the United States and 
elsewhere. To reduce our operations would mean that we would be 
curtailing that flow which is in effect providing us with not only a 
stockpile of weapons, but a stockpile of energy for the future. 

Shall I continue? 

Senator Hitu. Any other questions on this point? 

Senator ELLeNpER. I have just one more question. I want to 
ask about your 5 year contract. If we were to cut back, as Senator 

Saltonstall has suggested, not that we will, would that in any manner 
affect any of your contracts with Dupont and Carbide, say? 

Mr. Srravss. I do not know that I understand your question. 
You mean if we cut back on the appropriation, would it affect the 
contract? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

Mr. Srrauss. It would very materially. It would immediately 
effect the contract and in about 90 days it would affect the supply of 
weapons. 

Senator ELLteEnpER. Those two corporations you have just men- 
tioned, they produce the substance, the material? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, and there is a third one. 


RESPONSIPILITY FOR PRODUCTION OF WEAPONS 


Senator ELLenpEeR. Have you a separate outfit to work on the 
weapons? 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir. There is a third company. As a matter 
of fact, there are a number of companies but the third major company 
engaged in the same kind of work is the General Electric Co., the 
contractor at Hanford. Hanford is the location on the west coast, 
which originally was established by the Corps of Engineers, and at 
which there are productioa reactors making plutonium. The actual 
fabrication of the weapons themselves is done by other contractors. 

Senator ELLENDER. Under you? 

Mr. Strauss. All of this work is under the Commission, of course. 
The Sandia Corporation, Western Electric Co., Bendix, and various 
other people are engaged in the actual production of weapons. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Do you make the weapons for ready use? 

Mr. Strauss. When we finish them and deliver them to the 
Armed Forces, they are ready for instantaneous use. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who makes more if you need them? Do you 
or does the armed services? 

Mr. Strauss. We do. We are the sole source of supply of atomic 
we apons under the law. 

Senator Hitt. You are the ordnance people, aren’t you? 

Mr. Srrauss. We are for these particular weapons. When the 
Congress decided this was to be a civilian operation, it was all taken 
out of the armed services and placed in the hands of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Mr. Frenps. I think we should make one thing clear if J may.—— 

We build the nuclear part of a weapon, the part that mnales the 
explosion. We also do the research and development on such nuclear 
systems. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do the research? 

Mr. Freitps. We do the research and development, and we do the 
manufacturing. This has been true ever since the Manhattan project 
was formed. 

Senator Hitt. When you turn that warhead over to one of the 
armed services, that warhead is then ready to go into ———— the 
weapon? 

Mr. Fieups. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. It is like a shell that is ready to go into the barrel of 
a gun? 

Mr. Fiexps. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. Any other questions? If not, Admiral, suppose you 
proceed. 

Mr. Strauss. I would like to ask my colleagues, if I say something 
with which they disagree, if they will speak up. 

Mr. Lissy. I agree with everything you have said so far, sir. 


WEAPONS PROGRAM 


Mr. Srrauss. On the weapons program, Mr. Chairman, I have 
ree ently returned from the Pacifie Proving Ground at Eniwetok and 
a where we are now engaged in testing a number of nuclear 

sapons and devices. During ‘this trip I was again greatly impressed 
oe the high competence and devotion of those Commission and 
military pe srsonnel who are now taking direct part in developing our 
atomic arsenal for the national security. 

I might say that the Army, Navy, and Air Force work together like a 
completely integrated team. It is a very encouraging thing for an 
American citizen to see. I found myself much encouraged. This 
arsenal of weapons is growing rapidly, not only in terms of numbers of 
Weapons, but in the ‘specific uses to which they are designed. Our 
arsenal contains weapons Weighing from many tons down to artillery 
projectiles and smaller bombs which can be carried by light fighter 
aircraft. Other types of weapons applications also have teen 
developed, such as depth bombs and warheads for a variety of uses. 
The trend toward a greater variety of weapons will continue as 
greater quantities of “special nuclear materials become available 
from our production facilities. By de ilbuine a number of weapons 
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designs, each for a particular use, we are able to provide weapons 
which are not only more effective, but also more economical in the use 
of weapons material. 

CAPABILITY OF WEAPONS 


Senator Hitxi. Let me ask you this question, Admiral. I was im- 
pressed by what you said on the development of weapons light enough 
to be carried by a light fighter aircraft. Could you give us any picture 
at this time which you feel you should with reference to these weapons 
in connection with what we would ordinarily know in terms of artil- 
lery of the ground forces? 

Mr. Srrauss. Well, a fighter plane, Army or Navy, is today capable 
of carrying a weapon with an explosive force of many, many thousand 
times what an orthodox high explosive such as a 14-inch shell from 
the largest naval gun will pack. I know you are familiar with naval 
ordnance from World War II. Most of the weight of a 14-inch shell, 
actually was in its case, and a relatively small part of its weight was 
composed of the RDX or TNT which exploded it. But fighter planes 
can carry presently existing and other atomic bombs that are in the 
course of development which have a capacity of many thousands of 
tons of orthodox TNT. The reason I cannot give you a precise figure 
is because it is changing very rapidly on the upside. 

Senator Hity. From what you say, maybe this is not the right con- 
clusion, the future lies in aircraft rather than in land or sea? 


ATOMIC POWERED ARTILLERY 


Mr. Srravuss. That is a question I am not competent to answer, 
Senator. There is a good deal of argument for the atomic powered 
artillery. Itis capable, I think, of more direct and accurate placement 
than is claimed for the plane. Whether that is justified or not, I 
cannot say. In any event, we now are in a position where we can 
supply both. I believe it is a fair statement that the artillery shell 
is less efficient in its use of fissionable material than the bomb. 

Mr. Freups. That is right. 

Senator Hiiu. Of course, your fighter planes on the air carriers today 
can carry atomic weapons. 

Mr. Strauss. That is right. There was a time when the carrier 
could not accommodate planes which could take atomic bombs, 
because the original atomic bomb was not only a very heavy article, 
but it was also a very large article. Both the weight and external 
dimensions have shrunk. 

Senator Hitt. You have been able to reduce the size? 

Mr. Srravss. That is right. 


SIZE OF BOMBS 


Senator Hiiu. In that connection, what was the physical size of the 
bomb that was used in Japan? 

Mir. Srrauss. There were two different kinds. The one that was 
used at Hiroshima is not the weapon that was used on Nagasaki. 
One was the so-called gun-type weapon. The other was a weapon 
which made use of the principle that is common to most atomic 
weapons today. I hesitate to put these things into the record unless 
you particularly wish it. 
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Senator ANDERSON. I think they could absolutely take a model of 
both of those two bombs and put them in the museum. The Russians 
know all about them. But until there is agreement on that score, I 
don’t think we should put it in this record. 

Senator Hix. I don’t want to take the responsibility for putting it 
in the record here. 

Mr. Srrauss. Let me say this: At the time when they were first 
used, only our very largest planes could handle them, which is an in- 
dication of their size and weight. As I say, today fighter aircraft can 
handle them. As you know, they can be put into the bore of a 280- 
millimeter gun. These facts are known. I agree with Senator An- 
derson that we are approaching, if we have not already reached the 
time, when those two models might go in the Smithsonian Museum. 
There is, however, always the possibility that there is something about 
them that our military competitors have not learned, and we might 
provide them with just the missing piece of a jigsaw puzzle. That 
being the case, we might prudently deny ourselves the satisfaction 
of crowing about an accomplishment, until some more time has passed. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I explain I did not mean to put all the 
mechanism inside the bomb, but I think there has been a great deal of 
interest in what the sizes of those bombs have been. I thought it 
was something to show the relative size without the mechanical works 
inside them. It might very well be shown and settle that question of 
size, but until that is done, I still think that it still has to remain a 
matter of conjecture. 

I think we might go along with Steve Allen on his show when he 
said that it is larger than a breadbox. 

Mr. Srravuss. Operating costs for the design, development, and 
fabrication of weapons are estimated to be $299,370,000 in fiscal year 
1957. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does that include research? 

Mr. Strauss. That includes weapons research. 


STATUS OF PRODUCTION 


During 1957 our entire production complex of reactors, chemical 
separations plants, and gaseous diffusion plants will for the first time 
be in operation throughout an entire year, which is the point I re- 
ferred to a moment ago, to give us the plutonium, uranium 235, and 
other materials which are fabricated into weapons. Full operation of 
the production chain will have two important effects. First of all, the 
production will increase substantially, very substantially, compared 
to fiscal 1956. We anticipate that the increase in 1957 will be about 
23 percent for uranium 235 and more than 30 percent for 
plutonium. ‘ 

Secondly, we anticipate in 1957 a continued decline in the unit 
costs of these materials, about 10 percent in the unit cost of uranium 
235 and plutonium. ———. As new and more eflicient production 
techniques are developed we can expect these trends toward greater 
production and smaller unit costs to continue in the future. 

Senator Hitu. You are working all the time to bring about these 
new production techniques to get the cost down? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. But I think the major credit for that goes 
to the contractors. If I were to say we were doing it, Senator, I think 
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I would mislead you. While our own laboratories are working on it, 
these companies take great pride in coming up at the end of the year 
with a figure showing “that they have reduced the cost of a gram of 
plutonium. —— 


PETER KEWITT CONTRACT SAVINGS 


Senator ANpERSON. How much did the Peter Kewitt contract 
finally save at Portsmouth over the estimated cost? 

Mr. Frevps. It was several hundred million dollars under the 
estimate. 

Mr. Srrauss. It was even more remarkable in the sense that it 
was not the unit cost of the product. They actually saved in the 
cost of the plant itself. We seldom find that to happen. When one 
is buildmg something that is not orthodox, of which hundreds have 
not been built before, the ordinary experience is to find that you run 
over your estimates. 

Senator ANDERSON. What was the estimated cost of the Portsmouth 
plant? 

Mr. Srrauss. They saved something like 28 percent, as I recollect. 

Mr. Birocnu. The original estimate was $1,219,500,000. The current 
estimate is $770.8 million. 

Mr. Srrauss. It is a fantastic saving. Or course, vou could also 
say the original estimate was high. Butit wasasaving. Thank you, 
Senator, for calling attention to it. 

Senator ANDERSON. Does that change your production figure a little 
bit on what vour material will cost because vou are depreciating on the 
basis of the cost of the plant? That will help some, too? 

Mr. Srravss. It will help a great deal. 

Senator ELLENpDER. May I ask about the manufacturing of the 
weapons? Is your unit cost going down? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes. The unit cost of weapons has declined. Our 
weapons have been simplified, they are lighter. I have no figures in 
mind, but they have been substantially reduced. Originally they were 
frightfully expensive. 

USE OF ADVISORY GROUPS 


Senator ELLENDER. To what extent, Admiral, do you obtain knowl- 
edge outside of your own research people? In other words, do you 
have anybody on the outside giving you ideas? 

Mr. Strauss. There are several ways in which that is done. The 
law provides for a general advisory group. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am speaking of weapons now. 

Mr. Srrauss. They also advise on weapons. The General Advisory 
Group is composed of nine men, some of whom have been connected 
with the project since its beginning. They are mainly scientists and 
are quite active. They meet with us not less than every 60 days. 
They travel around to our installations. But I would say that in the 
main the primary results i in weapons improvement come from the two 
creat = oratories which are ope ‘rated for us at Los Alamos and Liver- 
more, Calif., by the University of California, as the contractor. In 
these two laboratories we have very stellar aggregations of the best 


brains in the business, anywhere in the world: physicists, chemists, 
mathematicians. 
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FUNDING RESPONSIBILITY FOR WEAPONS PRODUCTION 


Senator ELLenpeER. In the manufacture of these weapons do you 
vet repaid by the Army? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Your cost is really what the Government pays? 

Mr. Strauss. That is right. 

Senator ELLENDER. And whenever they are ready for use, you turn 
them over to the armed services? 

Mr. Strauss. That is right, sir. It would simply be a bookkeeping 
item otherwise. 

Senator Hiii. You just get a receipt from the Army that you have 
turned them over? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, we get a receipt. We are very careful about 
that receipt. 

Senator Tuyr. For two reasons; to account for your own finances 
and the security angle. 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, indeed, sir. We don’t turn over anything to 
the Armed Forces unless the President of the United States says to 
do it. It is true that he sometimes says give them X number of 
weapons, and that transfer takes place over a period of time, but 
there is no delivery of weapons to the Armed Forces without an 
Executive order. 

TRAINING WEAPONS 


Mr. Frexips. There is one item for which we are reimbursed by the 
Department of Defense. This is training weapons. They are inert 
Weapons and are not the actual fabricated weapons. They are the 
ones that judge how many training weapons they need and how many 
groups they are going to train. “The requirement, basically, comes 
from them. We make the ballistic case which sometimes has only 
concrete in it. We make it for them and bill them for the cost of 
fabricating those training weapons. 

Senator ANpERSON. Actually you save them a tremendous lot of 
money and give them a great amount of experience. 

Mr. Freups. Yes, sir. There is no reason to duplicate the manu- 
facture of the parts that have to go into those training weapons. 
The cost of these training weapons is not anything like the large figure 
for research and development by the Department of Defense. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is what I am thinking about. That is 
what I[ am raising a little bit of dust about before the armed services. 

It includes everything. It also includes the practice. When they 
make the weapon, it is all by hand, some of them, and to explode it, 
all of that is included in the cost. 

Mr. Srrauss. It is a drop in the bucket of our total. 

Senator ELLenpER. I know. I made the point a while ago before 
the Armed Services Committee that that sum was huge to me. 

Mr. Firips. They have a team that assembles the weapons. They 
have air crews that run the airplanes. They have training that they 
conduct for the use of these weapons as well as research and develop- 
ment. We work very closely with them on research and development. 
We have agreements with them as to what we do and what they do. 
We even sit as ex officio members on some of their research and de- 
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velopment as such. 


Senator ELLENDER. Would you tell us what percentage of the 
weapons—atomic weapons of all kinds that will be used in case the 
worst is to come—are manufactured under your auspices and out of 
these funds that we are talking about now? 

Mr. Frevps. Funds for all of the warheads and all of the free falling 
bombs are in this budget. 

Senator Hitt. None in the Armed Forces budgets. 

Mr. Frevps. Not that I know of, sir, except the cost of the training 
weapons. 

Mr. Srrauss. If provision for atomic weapons was in their budget, 
they still could not make them without getting the necessary fission- 
able material from us. So we have a complete check on that. 

Senator ANDERSON. I might say that I believe General Fields was 
in Washington as Director of Military Application. I have seen him 
out on tests. I know he is fully familiar with what the Armed 
Forces do. So don’t let his title of General Manager fool you at all. 
He knows the business from the inside as well. His testimony on 
weapons is particularly pertinent. 

Senator Hitt. Any other questions, Senator? 

Senator ELLENDER. Not now. I am flabbergasted. 

Senator Hinu. All right, Admiral, will you flabbergast us some 
more? 

Senator ELLENDER. I am glad to hear that, to be frank with you. 
To hear the armed services talk, with the money they get, why, they 
they are doing the whole job. 

Mr. Srrauss. They are doing an awful lot. These weapons would 
not be worth a nickel to us, Senator Ellender, unless they could be 
put where they would do their stuff. 

Senator Hii. They have to be put on the target. 

Mr. Srrauss. They do. 

Senator ANpERSON. I think it is unfortunate that there has to be 
so much secrecy with reference to the development of wearons. I 
think there is nothing you can say about a bomb more beautiful 
than the way the modern bombs are constructed. Such a wonderful 
design, the fitting of pieces together in the most marvellous fashion 
to reduce the size of weapons in the manufacture. What has been 
spent for research on weapons I think has been extremely well spent 
through the Atomic Energy Commission. I sometimes have wondered 
at some of the other research items, because I think I see some work 
done in the atomic-energy field that would well serve as a mark 
for others to shoot at. 

Senator ELLENDER. The money given to those three services, I am 
a little flabbergasted, as I said, to see what you are accomplishing with 
the little you are spending in contrast with what they are spending. 
Of course, it is in a little different field; it is true. 





They do not do any nuclear research and de- 





































TOTAL EMPLOYEES 

Mr. Srrauss. I imagine they have a big item of pay and subsistence 
which we do not have. The total number of people employed by the 
Atomic Energy Commission directly is about 6,000, or was the last 
time | looked at the figures. 
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Senator ELLENpDER. Of course, you do most of this by contracts. 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right, sir. 

Senator SatronsTauu. All you make is the warhead? 

Mr. Srrauss. No. In most cases we make the complete weapon. 
We make the warheads, Senator Saltonstall, —-—— but the greater 
part of the weapons that are made we make in toto from one end to 
the tail. 

Senator SaLtronsTauu. Artillery shells? 

Mr. Fietp. That is a peculiar one. The large bulk of the nuclear 
weapons consists of free-falling bombs, and in the case of free-falling 
bombs, we make the entire weapon. Now, in the case of the artillery 
projectile—and this is one I should have noted before—it requires an 
artillery cartridge so that it can go into the gun. The Ordnance Corps 
know how to make this. So they make the nonnuclear part, which 
fits the 288-millimeter howitzer. We make the nuclear parts of that 
particular artillery shell. 

Mr. Srrauss. Numerically, Senator, it is a small part of the 
program. 

Shall I continue? 

Senator Hitu. You may go ahead. 


PROCUREMENT OF RAW MATERIALS 


Mr. Strauss. With increased plant capacity, larger amounts of 
basic raw materials, particularly uranium concentrates, are required 
in the years ahead. It now appears that sufficient quantities of 
uranium will be available not only to meet our military needs, but 


also for rapidly expanding civilian requirements. 

A few months ago I told you what they were expected to be in 
fiscal 1957 and 1958. 

Although overseas sources will continue to provide an important 
part of these uranium concentrates, most of this increased production 
will come from sources in North America. Incentives for exploration 
and mine development have been provided through Canadian con- 
tracts and domestic guaranteed ore prices which extend to March 31, 
1962. Beyond that date to the end of calendar year 1966, the Com- 
mission will pay minimum prices for the first 500 tons of U-308 deliv- 
ered by any 1 producer in the United States. Based on estimated 
production, our financial commitment of uranium procurement was 
about $3.8 billion prior to the recent announcement which extended 
the period of guaranteed prices. For the period of nearly 4 years, 
covered by the announcement, we estimate that our purchases of 
domestically produced concentrate might be about $800 million. 
Because of the limit on the amount of material which the Commis- 
sion is obliged to accept from any one producer, possibly only $400 
million of this amount represents the financial commitment. The 
operating costs for source and special nuclear materials are estimated 
to be $1,012,582,000, or about 57 percent of the operating budget. 

Senator Hitt. Admiral, have you increased your uranium supply, 
your domestic uranium supply, much? 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir. When I first served on the Commission, 
Senator, the uranium mining in the United States was done with a 
teaspoon. That is hardly an exaggeration. The Colorado Plateau 
was supposed to have no significant quantities of uranium. As a 
result of the encouragement which the Commission gave to mining and 
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prospecting, the continental United States is now in a position to 


produce about a third of our requirements. It looks as though this 
production will rise for some time to come. 


DOMESTIC PROCUREMENT 

























































































































Mr. Johnson, the Director of Raw Materials, is here. He recently 
made a speech in the West. What did you predict, Dr. Johnson, as 
the expected production of uranium oxide in the United States? 

Mr. Jounson. No figures were given on uranium oxide, but the ore 
production, which is the basic material production, was about 70,000 
tons in the year 1948. At the present time, it is a rate of 3 million 
tons a year, and it is expected to go to 5 million or 6 million tons. 

Senator ELLENDER. How does the cost differ in the United States 
from what you get in Canada? 

Mr. Jounson. With the new developments in the United States and 
Canada, the production cost throughout the world and the price to the 
Commission will be approximately the same. In the earlier years 
when we were getting supplies from the very high grade Skinkolobwe, 
our foreign costs were lower. 





URANIUM 





SOURCES IN OTHER COUNTRIES 





Senator Hitt. You may want this off the record here. 
Russia get most of its uranium? 

Mr. Strauss. We think we know where she got it to begin witb, 
namely, from the pitchblende deposits in Czec hoslovakia near Joachin- 
stbal, but with the very intensive prospecting which they must have 
done, and considering the results of our own prospecting which has 
turned up new uranium deposits, particularly low grade deposits, all 
over the map, it is reasonable to assume that Russia has very large 
potentials of uranium available to her in so great a land mass as she 
has at her disposal. 

Senator ANDERSON. East Germany has some, too? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir; that is part of the same general area as the 
Czech deposits. It is an area that produces uranium in the form of 
pitchblende which was originally mined for its radium content. Am 
I stating that correctly, Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpERsSOoN. You would not say, Chairman Strauss, that 
the problem of getting uranium was one of Russia’s problems? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir. We at one time thought that was important 
limitation on her ability, and it may still be a limitation, but it cer- 
tainly is not an overriding one. 
Shall I continue, sir? 

Senator Hiiu. Yes, go ahead. 


Where does 





REACTOR 





DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Strauss. The next heading is reactor development. Although 
the production of weapon materials and weapons will continue to 
constitute the major part of our operating costs, we anticipate™in 
the future a much greater effort on the development of reactors for the 
propulsion of ships and aircraft and for the generation of civilian 
electric power. The estimate for reactor development is $285,335,000. 
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Of this amount $53,156,000 is devoted directly to the civilian power 
reactor program, $72,200,000 to the naval reactor program, and 
$99 million to the aircraft propulsion reactor program. Ultimately 
each power program and propulsion mission will require a reactor 
designed specifically for that purpose. To assure that this wide 
variety of reactor types will be developed as promptly as possible, we 
are attacking this development program on a broad front. We must 
try all the reactor types in order to discover the optimum type. 

During the war when we attempted to get uranium 235 out of 
normal uranium, we tried four different methods simultaneously, and 
we actually spent almost the same amount of money on the electro- 
magnetic separation process as we did on the gaseous diffusion process, 
before we abandoned it because it was not as good as the gaseous 
diffusion process. 


CIVILIAN POWER REACTOR PROGRAM 


Senator Hitt. Now, you speak about your civilian power reactor 
program. Are you developing that in association with or in any way 
in cooperation with the private utility companies? 

Mr. Srravuss. There are three major methods by which we cooper- 
ate with and are associated with private utility companies. I would 
say that in each case the Commission, in its own laboratories, does the 
experimental and the protoytpe w ork on every concept that we think 
is worthwhile. Prior to the passage of the 1954 Atomic Energy Act, 
we entered into an arrangement with the Duquesne Light Co. and the 
Westinghouse Co. to build a plant near Pittsburgh, at Shippingport, 
Pa. The private companies furnished the site, are building the gen- 
erating part of the plant with their own capital, are contributing $5 
million toward the Government’s reactor part of the plant, are paying 
the operating expenses of the Government part of the plant and are 
buying the heat produced at 8 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The act of 1954 enabled us to cooperate in a somewhat different way. 
We have what is known as a power demonstration reactor program 
in which with a number of companies the Government is financing 
varying parts of the projects. For example, there is the Yankee 
Power group in New England in which the Government’s investment 
will be some $5 million out of a total of $39 million. There is an 
arrangement with a public utility owned by the State of Nebraska 
whose facility is to cost $26.5 million, and to which the Government 
contribution will be $10,480 000. There is another facility at Elk 
River in which the Government’s contribution will be $7 million out 
of a total of $9 million. 

I have not named them all. I am trying to give you examples. 

There is a third category in which the Government is not putting 
up anything. The Consolidated Edison Company of New York 
is an example. With your permission, I shall speak to this point 
later. 

Senator Hii. If you come to this later, we can wait. 

Senator ELLenpER. May I ask one question? Why is it that with 
the Yankee company you spoke of just now you put $5 million of 
$39 million, and in Nebraska you put half and half? 

Mr. Srravuss. The Yankee organization is privately owned, and 
this was the proposal they made to us. The Nebraska people have 
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less capital and no very easy way of raising it except, I presume, by 
a loan. 
Senator ELLENDER. They can raise it as easily as our Government. 


I am familiar with their operations there. All their distribution of 
power is done through the State. 


Mr. Strauss. That is my understanding. 

Senator ELLENDrER. They are pretty well off. Now, what do we 
get back out of this? Is it repaid or what do you get out of it? 

Mr. Srrauss. We will get information as to whether that particular 
type of reactor, which is a sodium cooled graphite moderated reactor, 
will produce power which will be steady power and at what price. 
In other words, it will provide us with a yardstick for the construction 
of other plants of that kind or perhaps cause us to sidetrack that 
particular concept for one of the several other kinds which are now 
being developed. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is the one that you are building in New England 
different from that being built in Nebraska? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not duplicate? 

Mr. Srrauss. There is some duplication. For example, the one 
being built in New England by the Yankee Atomic Electric Co. is a 
pressurized water reactor which, in essence, does not differ in principle 
from the reactor at Shippingport. But the reactor at Shippingport 
was commenced in 1954. As a matter of fact, ground was broken 
for that within 6 days of the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
This art moves so very rapidly that there are considerable improve- 
ments in fuel elements and design which are to be incorporated in the 
new reactor. I think it would be difficult to say at this stage of the 
game that any reactor begun 2 years after another one will be a Chinese 
copy. There will be very substantial improvements along the line. 

Senator ELteENpER. When you say you furnish $10 million to 
Nebraska, is that money being spent under your supervision? 

Mr. Strauss. The Government will own part of the reactor. Title 
will not pass to the power company. Mr. Mitchell, will you correct 
me if I say anything that is not correct. 

Senator ANDERSON. What benefit will it be to have title to that? 

Mr. Strauss. I would not say it is a benefit. The Commission is 
not in a position of making gifts to anyone else of funds that have 
been appropriated to it. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is in the nature of a gift. 
to use it, other than the State of Nebraska? 

Mr. Strauss. The consumers of this power will be using it, but 
the whole country will benefit by the experience to be gained from it. 

Senator ELLENDER. The direct beneficiaries of it will be the users 
of electricity in Nebraska. 

Mr. Srrauss. That is true, just as the Tennessee Valley people 
are the beneficiaries of the power there. 

Mr. Fieips. In sequence in timing, we have reached a point where 
a full-scale reactor should be built. So we had the choice of the 

Government building it completely with Government funds or by a 
cooperative program where industry and others undertook a share 
of it. 

Senator ANpERSON. On this question of title, could we clear this 
up as to the Yankee and Shippingport reactors? 


Who is going 
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Mr. Srrauss. The Yankee Atomic Electric Co. will hold the title 
to its entire plant. The $5 million of our contribution will not be 
paid to them in cash and does not represent bricks and mortar at 
all, Senator. It represents the value of research and other services 
rendered by our laboratories. That is the way we account for that 
service. 

Senator ANDERSON. What about Shippingport? 

Mr. Srrauss. In Shippingport, the part of the plant which repre- 
sents the reactor belongs to the Government. ‘Title does not pass. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. On the Yankee one, Admiral, that is headed 
up by Mr. Webster? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right. Mr. Webster was for a considerable 
time Chairman of the Military Liaison Committee, a body established 
by the original McMahon Act, and continued in the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954. The Committee is the nexus between the Commission 
and the Department of Defense. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. It is a combination of 3 or 4 public power 
companies? 

Mr. Srrauss. It is more than that. 

Senator Sa.TronsTALu. Theoretically, as I understand it, the 
Yankee one is an experimental plant which if it works out successfully 
will be spread around to a number of other plants? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. They are all experimental. There is not 
any plant that is building that could not be qualified with that 
adjective. 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO PLANTS 


Senator ELLENpER. Admiral, I wonder if you could put in the 


record at this point the number of contributions made to various 
plants, or which you intend to, with the amount and the difference 
in the methods used. 
Mr. Srrauss. Would you like to have it read or put in the record? 
Senator ELLENDER. Just put it in the record. 
Mr. Srrauss. I will put in two tabulations that contain that detail. 
(The information referred to follows: ) 
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TaBLE 1V.—Costs of power demonstration program proposals 


Project 


First round: 
Yankee 
Nuclear 
Nonnuclear 
PRDC 
Nuclear 
Nonnuclear 
Consumers 
Nuclear 
Nonnuclear 


Total, first round 


Second round 

Elk River 
Nuclear 
Nonnuclear 

University of Florida 4 

Piqua * 

Wolverine 

Chugacn 4 

Orlando 4 

Holyoke ¢ 


Total, second round 


Grand total___- 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Construction 


Research and 
development 








costs 
Total | Cost to} Cost to adie 
project | AEC | indus- 
cost ! try AEC | Indus- 
try 
39, 500 5,000 | 34, 500 
| 18, 500 
16, 000 
58, 450 4,450 | 54,000 
36, 000 
9, 000 
26, 500 | 10,480 | 16,020 
2 8, 280 5, 220, 
10, 800 
124,450 | 19,930 (104, 520 8, 280 | 95, 520 
9, 285 6, 860 2, 425 
3, 760 
32,425 
2, 150 850 1, 300 650 1, 200 
7, 390 5, 340 1, 960 3, 340 1, 960 
4, S76 3, 788 1, O88 2, 486 1, O88 
16,850 | 14,975 1, 875 5, 500 1, 850 
30,1590 | 19,050 | 11,100 | 12,500 | 11,100 
10, 128 6, 100 4,028 6 2, 400 4, 028 
80,739 | 56,963 | 23,776 30,686 | 23,651 
205, 189 | 76,893 128,296 | 38,966 119,171 


AEC | Indus- 


try 
5, 000 
4,450 | 9,000 
Poe 1... 
11, 659 9, 000 
3, 100 
5 200 100 
2, 000 
1, 392 
9, 475 25 
6, 509 
3, 700 
26, 277 125 
37, 927 9, 125 


Project costs exclude cost of special nuclear materials, fabrication of cores, and fuel use charges. 
- Includes some preoperational research and development. 

Includes property now owned and allocated to this project. 
4 Based on proposals received by the Commission but not yet acted on. 
5 Proposal contemplates that AEC will also pay for 5 years of operation. 
* Holyoke proposes to pay for nonnuclear portion not to exceed cost of conventional plant. 
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Cuart 1.—Developing civilian atomic power 


Type of reactor Government’s experi- 


mental program 


Pressurized water-- Shippingport, Pa., Du- 
quesne Light Co. and 
Westinghouse  Elec- 
tric Corp. for AEC, 
60,000 kilowatts, 1957. 

Boiling water. Lemont, TIll.,  experi- 
mental boiling water 
reactor, Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory, 
5,000 kilowatts, 1957. 


Sodium cooled: 
Thermal__- Santa Susana, Calif., 
sodium reactor experi- 
ment, North Ameri- 
ean Aviation for AEC 
and Southern Cali- 
fornia Edison Co.,! 
7,500 kilowatts, 1957. 


National Reactor Test- 
ing Station, experi- 
mental breeder reactor 
No. 2, Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory, 
17,500 kilowatts, 1959. 

Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory, molten 
plutonium reactor ex- 
periment, no electric- 
ity, 1959. 

Fluidized: 
Aqueous 
neous, 


homoge- | Oak’ Ridge 
Laboratory, 
neous reactor 
ment No. 2, 
tricity, 1956. 

Los Alamos 


National 
homoge- 

experl- 
no elec- 


Scientific 


Power demonstration 
program 


Independent industrial 
program 


Rowe, Mass., Yankee 
Atomic Electric Co., 
134,000 kilowatts, 1960 

University of Florida 
(Gainesville) 500 kilo- 
watts, 1959. 

Elk River, Minn., Ru- 
ral Cooperative Power 
Association, 22,000 
kilowatts, 1960. 


Indian Point, 
Consolidated Edison 
Co. of New York, 
140,000 kilowatts, 1960. 


3 Ae 


Dresden, Tll., Nuclear 
Power Group (Com- 
monwealth Edison Co. 
and others), 180,000 
kilow itts, 1960. 

Livermore, Calif., Gen- 
eral Electric Co. and 
Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., 3,000 kilowatts, 
1957. 

Consumers Public 
Power District Ne- 
braska), 75,000 kilo- 
watts, 1959. 

Anchorage, Alaska, 
Chugach Electric As- 
sociation, Ine., and 
Nuclear Development 
Corp. of America, 
10,000 kilowatts, 1962 

Monroe, Mich., Power 
Reactor Development 
Co., Ine. (Detroit Edi- 
son Co. and others), 
100,000 kilowatts, 1960 


Hershey, Mich., Wol- | FE 
verine Electric Co- 
operative, 10,000 kilo- 
watts, 1959. 


‘astern Pennsylvania, 
Pennsylvania Power & 
Light Co., 150,000 kilo- 
watts, 1962. 


Laboratory power re- | 


actor experiments Nos 
1 and 2, no electricity, 
1956. 

Liquid metal fueled re- 
actor, the Babcock «& 
Wilcox Co., 1959. 

National Reactor Test- 
ing Station, organic 


Liquid metal 


Organic moderated 


| City of Orlando, Fla., 
25,000-40,000 kilowatts, 
1961. 

| City of Piqua, Ohio, 
12,500 kilowatts, 1961. 


moderated reactor ex- | 


periment North 
American Aviation 
for AEC, no electric- 
ity, 1957. 

Gas cooled reactor (con- 
tractor not selected). 


Gas cooled 


Unspecified 


City of Holyoke, Mass., 
15,000 kilowatts, 1961. 
Florida (Florida Power 
Corp.), (Florida Power 
& Light Co.), (Tampa 
Electrie Co.), 200,000 
kilowatts, 1962, 


1Turbogenerator and other conventional electric transmission equipment, 


N OTE.— Dates shown are for start of operation. 





5S SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


ESTIMATED PROGRAM TOTALS 
Costs: 
Estimated cost of all work from July 1, 1953, through completion of projects listed. In- 
cludes cost of core fabrication but excludes cost of special nuclear materials. Excludes 
EBR I, HRE-1, and Borax 1, 2, and 3: 
Government a $236, 000, 000 


Inc ustry 20), 000, 000 
Based on proposa ils submitted to AEC. Excludes cost of core fabrication and of special 
nuclear materials: 


Government ‘ : 77, 000, 000 
Industry : _.. 128, 000,000 
Based in part on statements made by sponsoring utilities and in pe art on AEC estimates: 
Government ___-..-- ‘ i tehted keene 0 


Industry eg 210, 000, 000 
Kilowatts 

Total electrical capacity ; : 1, 182, 000 
Government’s experimental program __ 90, 000 
Power demonstration program _____ ; 419, 000 
Independent industrial program ‘ ‘ 673, 000 


Total estimated cost 671. 000, 000 


Government : ‘ 313, 000, 000 
Industry ‘ : 358, 000, 000 


SOURCE OF CONTRIBUTION FUNDS 


Senator ELLENDER. These expenditures that you speak of at the 
Yankee one, and the Pittsburgh, Nebraska, and others, all those come 
from the funds you are now requesting? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir; they are not included in this request. They 
have been taken care of in the past. 

Senator ELLENDER. From appropriations made by the Congress? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right. 

Senator Tuyr. They are a part of that $25 million, are they not, 
which was appropriated to do the research in the commercial field? 
Am I right? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right, sir. 

Senator Torr. We anticipated last year when we made available 
the $25 million that you would go into the unknown fields to try to 
advance the energy for commercial use. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think the Shippingport is not included in the 

25 million. 
RESPONSE FROM INDUSTRY 


Mr. Strauss. No, sir. Shippingport was begun, as Senator 
Anderson indicates, in the spring of 1954, under “the terms of the 
McMahon Act, before the Atomic Energy ‘Act of 1954 was enacted. 
I believe most of us on the Commission feel that we have had a very 
fine response from industry. We bad not expected that in less than 
2 years after the passage of the act—actually it has been only 22 
months—that we would be anything like as far advanced as we are. 
We are gratified by it. I do not know whether it will continue. If it 
does not continue, we will come to you for more money. If it does 
continue, we will come to you for less and less. 

Senator Tuy. Once it is a proved factor, from there on the inves- 
tors money will drift toward such a project. 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir; except there are various predictions as to 
how soon it will become competitive with the cost of power produced 
by conventional means in the United States. 

_ Senator Tuyr. Only your research projects can answer that ques- 
tion. 
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Mr. Strauss. That is right. Some of us are more optimistic than 
others as to the date. Shall I go ahead, sir? 

Senator ELLENDER. Admiral, | am not objecting to any of this at all. 
May I ask this further question: As to all of these experimental, we 
will call them experimental projects, that are going on, won’t they be 
entirely dependent on the Commission for the wherewithal to operate? 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir; they will not be able to operate unless they 
get several things from us. In the first place, they have to get a 
permit. In the second place, they have to get the fuel. We do not 
issue the permit until we have approved the design as workable and 
as safe as we can figure it to be, and then we make a commitment for 
the material for a period of years. 

Senator ELLENDER. How about the price of that? Is that agreed 
to in advance? 

Mr. Strauss. Do you mean the price of the material? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 





THIRD-PARTY LIABILITY INSURANCE 


Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir; we agreed to that in advance, and we have 
stated prices so that purchasers are under no uncertainties there. 
They do, however, have several other uncertainties. For example, 
there is the uncertainty of whether they can get third-party liability 
insurance. Senator Anderson has a bill before you now on that 

subject. There is another uncertainty as to how they may be affected 

under the Public Utility Holding Company Act. Senator Pastore 

and Senator Potter, I believe, have a bill before you now on that 

subject. The Commission very prayerfully hopes that these matters 

will be resolved at this session of the Congress. Otherwise, we shall 

lose a year in the development of these projects. 

Senator THyr. Mr. Chairman, the Anderson bill is definitely a 
must because no private enterprise or cooperative can assume the 
liabilities that are involved in an unknown field such as the atomic- 
energy field. For that reason the Anderson bill is absolutely necessary. 
The quicker we can get it on the floor and scheduled for debate, the 
better off we are. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think I ought to say that at one time I saw 
a text in which a group of lawyers had rewritten the Ten Command- 
ments to get them absolutely explicit, and we are in that process 
now with this insurance bill. We have had it finished four times. 
Each time some group of specialists rewrites it, and we were ready 
to report it out and did report it out, and have the report out on it. 
It is printed and available, but now the Association of Casualty and 
Surety Executives wants it back so that it can have the last final 
refining touch. That probably will be going on next winter, as far as 
I can tell. 

Senator Tuyr. They had better amend it in the future rather than 
hold up the bill for modification. 

Senator ANDERSON. I have thought so for quite some time. I have 
been ready to report it out and take action on it. Senator Hicken- 
looper raised the question at the last meeting we had not acted on the 
recommendations of the insurance companies, and got it referred back 

to the committee again. So we are again delayed. 

Mr. Srrauss. It would be most unfortunate if it did not pass in 
some form at this session. 
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Senator ANDERSON. I can only say when the time comes I hope we 
can have the assistance of all the people we have heard today because 
it is going to be difficult. There are people who think the Government 
should not assume $500 million worth of liability, and probably more 
than that, without getting any payment. One of the things to which 
the insurance companies objected was the innocent provision in there 
which said they should pay a certain amount of dollars per kilowatt 
which came to $30,000 on a $100 million installation. They said that 
put the Government in the insurance business, and they were object- 
ing to the Government going into any type of private enterprise. 
They wanted that section stricken out. The original section was 
drawn so that the money went to the research funds of the Atomic 
Knergy Commission. Senator Bricker, I think very properly, ob- 
je cted to that and said he thought all the mone y ought to go into the 
Treasury, and be subject to appropriation by the Appropri lations 
Committee. We agreed with that, and left the provision in. 
I do not suppose it would raise $150,000 a year, or at the most $250,000 
a year from people who would be paying ni many, many millions. | 
tried to calculate what ordinary reinsurance would cost and we 
ordinary reinsurance would bring in millions every year, probably 
much as $50 million a year if we had full development of that. T hat 
is putting the Government in the insurance business. 

I run an insurance company, and I don’t want the Government 
business at all. I saw nothing wrong with the reinsurance of it so 
that the Government would be paid for its examinations. But it has 
gone back for restudy. We hope to have it out again in a few days. 

Senator ELLENDER. You may proceed with your statement Admiral. 


NUCLEAR PROPULSION SYSTEMS FOR SUBMARINES 


Mr. Srravss. First in point of time and accomplishment to date 
is the development of nuclear propulsion systems for submarines. 
The now famous Nautilus has far surpassed in subsurface performance 
any other submarine in the fleet, and we anticipate equally satisfactory 
performance by the submarine Seawolf, now being outfitted at Groton, 
Conn. 


Senator Hitt. We hear a great deal about the Russian submarine 
fleet. 

Mr. Srrauss. So far as. we know, Senator Hill, the Russians have 
no nuc Je ‘ar-propelled submarines. I emphasize the words ‘‘so far as we 
know’’, because one could sail into New York Harbor tomorrow, and 
I would not like to be made to look ridiculous. The Navy be- 
lieves, --—-— that the size of the conventionally propelled Russian 
submarine fleet is large. I think that estimate is probably very firm. 
The Seawolf and the Nautilus have quite different reactors. The 
Nautilus is a pressurized-water reactor like the one that will be used 
for civilian power near Pittsburgh and up in New England, and the 
Seawolf has a reactor which more nearly approximates the one that is 
being built in Nebraska. They are not alike, but the systems are 
analogous. 

The successful development of these vessels serves as the basis 
for our present effort to develop the propulsion systems for other 
submarine and surface ships, including a large ship which might be 
a carrier, a guided-missile cruiser, a destroyer , and a frigate. Indeed, 
the time is close at hand, when we can expect nuc lear power to be 
the rule rather than the exception for our naval vessels. 
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AIRCRAFT REACTORS 


The development of aircraft reactors on the other hand is a much 
— problem. Here the primary consideration is to design a 

eactor of sufficient power to propel a military aircraft and yet one 
th at will conform to the very stringent specifications of weight, space 
and shielding the crew from radiation. To i improve the possibility of 
developing a practical propulsion system within a few years, two 
entirely different approaches to the problem have been undertaken 
simultaneously. The results to date on both approaches have been 
encouraging, but not conclusive. A turbojet engine of the type now 
used extensively in military aircraft has been powered in ground 
tests of a reactor at our test station in Idaho, and the pace of this and 
other projects is being accelerated in an effort to have a prototype 
ready for flight. ————. Work on other high priority Air Force 
projects has only begun. —-——. 


USE OF ATOMIC ENERGY FOR ELECTRIC POWER 


The use of atomic energy for the production of electric power 
promises eventually to be a very important factor in our economy. 
The generation of electricity from nuclear energy has been demon- 
strated. The main problem, of course, is the production of power at 
a cost which is economically competitive with a conventional generat- 
ing plant. We have not yet reached this point in reactor tec hnology, 
but we are closing the gap and we are confident we can close it. 

Senator Hitu. Is your cost for nuclear development substantially 
higher today than the conventional types? 

Mr. Strauss. It depends on what part of the country you are talk- 
ing about. It is higher all over unless vou talk about Alaska, for 
example, or somew here up in the Arctic C ircle. But there are certain 
high-cost areas in the United States, such as New England, for ex- 
ample, where the differential is not as great as it is in such places as 
those near the Grand Coulee, Hoover Dam, or in the Tennessee 
Valley. 

The likely picture will be that atomic energy for power will not come 
into use all over the country at one time, but as the costs decline plants 
will grow up in those areas where the cost factors begin to come 
together. 


PREFABRICATED PACKAGE POWER RACTORS 


Atomic power is already attractive for use, as I say, in remote mili- 
tary installations. If nuclear powerplants can be packaged or pre- 
fabricated, such reactors will be assembled for use in remote areas 
where fuel transportation costs are excessive. 

I might interpolate here that, as examples, bases which we have at 
Kwajalein or Okinawa or Johnson Islands possess generating stations 
supplying the families that live there. There are two or three thousand 
people on Kwajalein—and all fuel has to be brought in by tanker. 
In the event of hostilities with the possibility of those supplies being 
cut off, it would be very fine to have places like that operating inde- 
pendently. The same would be true of places in Greenland or Ice- 
land to which tankers have access for only short pe ee? in the year. 

To test this idea of prefabricated package power reactors, we are 
now constructing at Fort Belvoir not far from Ws: ea ooean ead is 
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known as the Army package power reactor. We expect it will be 
completed next year. We hope this reactor will demonstrate the 
feasibility of one approach to this packaged reactor problem. 


DEVELOPMENT OF ECONOMICAL POWER REACTORS 


The building of reactors which will compete with the highly efficient 
steam plants operated by the electric utility industry in the United 
States is a somewhat more difficult assignment, but it is one which we 
are carrying out as boldly and as vigorously as the present state of 
reactor technology warrants. In the first place, we try to investigate 
ach type of reactor system which appears on paper to be promising. 
Second, we are using the talents and resources not only of our national 
laboratories and contractors but also those of private enterprise. 

In this quest for economical power reactors, we have used our own 
resources and those of private industry in different ways. 

First, the Commission is continuing to assume most of the respon- 
sibility for the initial exploration of new reactor concepts. Two 
years ago we undertook what was then envisaged to be a 5-year pro- 
gram to develop 5 different reactor concepts. One of these has been 
used in the full-scale plant, that is the pressurized water reactor at 
Shippingport. Reactor experiments using three other approaches 
will be in operation during the fiscal year 1957 and construction is 
expected to start on the prototype for the fifth approach this fall. 
At the same time contractors have been selected to carry our experi- 


mental work on two other reactor concepts which now appear to be 
attractive. 


PARTNER RELATIONSHIP WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY 


Second, the Commission has made it possible for private industry 
to assume more nearly a partner relationship with the Commission in 
reactor development. This part of our effort we call the power dem- 
onstration reactor program. In response to our invitation, four elec- 
tric utility groups submitted proposals a year ago for the development 
and construction of power reactors. One of these projects, proposed 
by the Commonwealth Edison Co. in Illinois, is now being carried out 
without any Government assistance and a construction permit for 
this reactor facility has been issued under the Commission’s licensing 
procedures. 


Senator Hitt. Why would they be interested in doing this even 
among themselves? 

Mr. Srravuss. They stated that this was because they felt that they 
owed it to their stockholders to keep abreast of power development. 
The total amount of power they will produce in this reactor—142,000 
kilowatts I believe it is—is not a substantial part of their total 
production. 

Senator Hriu. In other words they can feed it into their system and 
by doing that, the costs won’t go up too much? 

Mr. Strauss. I assume that is true, and I assume also that the cost 
of this will be integrated into the cost of their power which they have 
to justify to the public service commission. It is 180,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Hii. Is this the company that serves Chicago? 

Mr. Srrauss. This is the company that serves Chicago. Whether 
this power will get into the Chicago grid or not, I don’t know. It is 
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to be located in Dresden, Ill. I presume that will get into the Chicago 
grid. 

Senator Hii. This will be only a small part of their overall pro- 
duction and sales. 

Mr. Strauss. Yes. They undoubtedly have many, many times 
that amount. 

Senator ANDERSON. Would it be all right to put in the record at this 
point that the plant is supposed to cost $45 million, $30 million of 
that is going to be paid by Commonwealth, $15 million by 5 other 
companies who have come into it. 

Mr. Srrauss. It is on a table which I furnished for the record a few 
moments ago. I don’t believe the list of the companies is included, 
but we will be glad to supply it if the committee wishes. It has been 
characteristic of these companies that they seem to like to have 
company and not do these things alone. In consequence some of the 
eroups have gotten very large. The contract negotiations are nearing 
completion on two other proposals, one by the Power Reactor Develop- 
ment Co. in Michigan, and the Consumers Public Power District of 
Nebraska, which I referred to earlier. I think I also cited the fact 
that a contract was recently executed with the Yankee Atomic Electric 
Co., representing a group of utilities in the New England area. 

The electric- utility industry has also responded to our invitation 
of last September for power-demonstration proposals for smaller 
reactors in the range of 5,000 to 40,000 kilowatts. Two of the seven 
proposals received have so far been accepted as a basis for contract 
negotiation. They would provide 2 reactors with a total electrical 

capacity of around 30,000 kilowatts, and a capital cost of something 
in the neighborhood of $10 million. 

Even before the first power demonstration proposals were received, 
private industry had lala the initiative in establishing independent 
power reactor projects under our licensing procedures. The first of 
these proposals for a full-scale plant to be built entirely with private 
funds was announced more than a year ago by the Consolidated 
Edison Company of New York, and a construction permit for this 
plant has been granted. It is a plant which is to produce 250,000 
kilowatts, of which 116,000 will be conventional, and the balance will 
be atomic. 

Senator Hitt. How much is it overall? 

Mr. Strauss. The total is 250,000 kilowatts, and $55 million is the 
estimated cost. 

Senator Hiiu. Of course, that 140,000 kilowatts, I take it, is a 
very small part of the production sold by Consolidated Edison? . 

Mr. Strauss. Yes. 

Senator Hitu. They serve New York City. 

Mr. Strauss. That is right. They regard this as getting their feet 
wet. They know that before it is completed they w ill in all likelihood, 
have an obsolete plant on their hands. Other utility companies have 
announced similar plans which, taken with the power demonstration 
reactor project, would add more than a million kilowatts of electricity 
to our national capacity in the years 1957 to 1962 

Thus we believe that by attacking the problem of economic nuclear 
power by developing many types s of reactors and by bringing to bear 
the combined talent and resources of the Government and private 
industry, we are ee the most rapid achievement of our goal. 

80579—56 
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Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, may I call the committee’s 
attention to the fact that Report No. 2390, Calendar No. 413, has 
been filed on the civilian atomic acceleration program which the 
Joint Committee has, and without waiting for all of this testimony, at 


page 8 there is a résumé of the reactors that are now under contempla- 
tion and under construction. 


DUAL PURPOSE REACTORS 


Do you have any plans for dual-purpose reactors? I ask that be- 
cause of the figures which Mr. Johnson gave. He indicated a substan- 
tial increase ——-— by 1957. 

Mr. Jonnson. That was the figure for domestic production. 

Senator ANDERSON. And we might get up to that or more in the 
course of the next few years. I am wondering what we are going to 
do with this production if we do not use it up, and if we do use it up; 
might it not be profitable to use it in dual purpose reactors? 


DUAL PURPOSE REACTOR APPROACH 


Mr. Srravuss. Senator, the Commission decided some time in the 
spring of 1953 that the dual purpose reactor approach was not a 
sound one from the point of view of the production of the develop- 
ment of economic power. When I became a member of the Com- 
mission in the summer of 1953, I questioned the soundness of that 
decision by the Commission. But in the winter of 1953-54, when 
the General Electric Co. made us a proposal for the dual purpose 
reactor at Hanford, I was not able to carry the point, and we have no 
dual purpose reactor program. I happened personally to have long 
been an advocate of a trial. You don’t know how much satisfaction 
you are affording me. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am trying to furnish you more satisfaction, 
and I hope I have a couple of converts here today. 

Mr. Srrauss. In any case, it is certainly one of the things that we 
have been very vigorous in exploring. I think it does offer a weapons 
material incentive. I doubt whether it offers the path to economic 
nuclear power. 

Senator ANpEeRson. I think I would agree with that. I would 
point out that the material that was supplied to you on this indicated 
that even charging plutonium at the most efficient plant cost, which 
we had not yet achieved, the current cost came between 4 and 7 mills. 
While that is not extremely attractive in the Pacific Northwest, it 
would be mighty attractive in New England, and quite attractive in 
my part of the country. I am hopeful we don’t overlook it entirely. 

Mr. Srravuss. I think it could also be said that at the time when 
the Commission took a dim view of it, the propsects for ore were not 
as bright as they are today. So that a second guess on this is not out 
of order. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. The committee knows that a proposal 
for the hydrogen bomb was submitted to the Commission at one time, 
and it was not well received. The present Chairman of the Com- 
mission was one of those, and probably the only one for a while, who 
was in favor of making a hydrogen bomb. Eventually the Commis- 
sion reversed itself and built one. I am hopeful the Commission will 
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reverse itself on the dual purpose reactor. Possibly it is not a good 
bet, but it might be worth doing. 


GOVERNMENT CONSTRUCTION OF REACTORS 


I do want to say to the committee here, because you may eventually 
be asked to appropriate something if S. 4146 or the companion bill in 
the House might accidentally be passed, because it involves the reactor 
program. But this is not in the minds of the committee a program 
to compete with what the Commission is now doing, but merely to say 
to the Commission we think you are making very sound and very 
desirable first bets. There may be some second bets that still look 
pretty good, and we would like to see you try some of those second 
bets, as well, even though the first bets look very good. If you will 
examine the list of these reactors, Yankee is a ‘pressurized water 
reactor. The Consolidated Edison is a pressurized water reactor. 

Westinghouse-Duquesne at Shippingport is a pressurized water 
reactor. I think that Dr. Smyth said it pretty well. He said: 

You will note in the proposals already before the Commission there is a pre- 
ponderance of pressurized light water reactors. I believe most experts will say 
that such reactors are not the reactors of the future. 

Senator Toys. If you wish to make a second bet, how much money 
will be involved? 

Senator ANDERSON. Now that you have opened the subject—I did 
not expect cooperation that quickly—but we have indicated a program 
that might cost as much as three or four hundred million dollars if it 
is all to be done. One of the members of the Commission had an idea 
that $190 million ought to be obligated in fiscal year 1957. 1 am not 
sure that it needs to go to any such figure as that. 

Senator THyr. What would be the Commission’s suggestion if a 
second bet was to be contemplated, as Senator Anderson referred to it, 
as a second bet? What would be the Commission’s viewpoint on a 
second bet? 

Mr. Strauss. Senator, the majority of the Commission have taken 
the position, and I have not seen the report to which the Senator 
refers, which may make provision for this—that we would like, with 
each reactor concept which we consider has reached the point of a full 
scale plant, to try to get industry to do it. If we fail to do that, then 
we would like to come to Congress and get the money to do it ourselv es. 
Naturally, if Congress appropriates the money beforehand, we won’t 
have to come; we will have it in our hip pockets. 

Senator Toye. When these presently contracted plants are in 
operation, then, you establish a record of achievement. Then it is 
reasonable to believe if there is any feasibility promised, that private 
industry will come into it as rapidly as they are able to convince 
stockholders and their own investors? 

Mr. Srrauss. The misapprehension here is that the program is 
static and these five concepts are all that there are. Actually there 
are an unknown number of other concepts which are being investigated, 
and others which are being thought of all the time. The Commission 
considers it to be its duty to investigate each one of them. It may 
be that one of the five or one of those that will be thought of this 
vear is the optimum type of plant, and it may very well be that the 
best type of plant may not be conceived until some time in the future. 
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Senator THyr. Now, have you sufficient resources and funds so 
that you are projecting yourself into that field of research? 

Mr. Srrauss. We think, sir, that as far as we can foresee, that is 
the case. But on the other hand, it would be an arrogance on my 
part to say that, from here, I can look that far into the future. If one 
looks ahead, “surely not” is the answer. 

Senator Tyr. But as you see it today, as your observation permits 
you to project yourself, do you have enough as of today? : 

Mr. Srravss. Yes, with what we have asked for in this budget. 
We thought when we submitted the budget that we would ask for 
everything that we required. 

Senator ANDERSON. I want to say when the joint committee re- 
ported out the bill saying we didn’t think so. It was a perfectly 
friendly disagreement between the Commission and ourselves on it. 
The 14 members of the committee who voted, voted for the bill. 
Four members withheld their vote because they were not quite sure of 
how they wanted to vote on it, but we have suggested that a program 
might include 2 or 3 large reactors at present sites to be built 
and operated by the Commission for power only where they would be 
using the power themselves. " 

Now, the Hanford-type reactor is one of them, and there General 
Electric has already contemplated that. The heavy water reactor 
used at Savannah River, Dr. Zinn, who designed that reactor, believes 
if there was a small change in pressurizing part of it, that it could be 
adapted to power. 

I don’t want this to sound critical, but we feel that the country 
could well afford to try some of these very promising things not now 
being tried. For example, in 1944 they were ready to build a gas- 
cooled reactor. Some $3 million was set up for it. The contract 
was given to Monsanto Chemical. Well, pressures got on and it 
was not built. It is too bad I think that it was not built because 
some countries believe that the gas-cooled reactor is very promising. 

So we listed on page 9 of the report the five types that we thought 
had some pretty good prospects of that; one of them is the aqueous 
homogeneous reactor underway at Oak Ridge. Normally it would 
not be tested out probably until after 1958 when Pennsylvania Power 
and Light would build 1 or would start to build 1 if they were satisfied 
with the work up to that time. That throws the completion into 
1962 and 1963, while other countries are going ahead and building one. 
We merely thought it might be well to take what I believe these 
people have been referring to as these quantum jumps, and move a 
little faster with it than just waiting until private industry is ready 
to go. 

Private industry has a little different position than the Government 
has in this, I think. We would like to assume there was some possi- 
bility of speeding up the program. It is a friendly argument, between 
the Commission and the committee. 

Mr.Srrauss. Thatisright. I was asked in the course of the House 
Appropriations Committee hearings whether, if the bill became law, 
we would carry it out. 

Senator AnpEerRson. I have no doubts on that score at all. 

Mr. Srravss. I said there was no question of that. 
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Senator Hitt. Without objection, the pertinent part of the report 
to which Senator Anderson kas referred will go into our record, and 
we will get the full picture here. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think the table I have here is about the same 
table the Chairman bas put in the record. 

Mr. Strauss. No, sir; the table I put in the record was a table of the 
projects underway. I gather what vou have is a table of projects 
that vou are recommending? Is that right? 

Senator AnpERSON. I had the table of projects underway, and the 
material as to the projects underway, I think, can be found in this 
report without putting it in vour report. 
Senator Hitt. Admiral, you may proceed. 





ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION OF CIVILIAN POWER REACTORS 


Senator ANDERSON. To get on with this, Mr. Chairman, in case 
S. 4146 or H. R. 12061, which provide for civilian atomic power 
acceleration programs, might pass, setting up nearly $400 million of 
authorization and outlining that there might be three fairly large-type 
reactors, and possibly a couple of tests of what look to be wild shots 
at the present time, and then some additional cooperation overseas, 
how long would it take the Commission to get up some sort of estimate 
that might be put into an appropriation bill? 

Mr. Strauss. You mean in this session of Congress? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. The bills will be brought up for action 
possibly this coming week. 

Mr. Strauss. I do not know how long it would take to process 
such an estimate. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I explain to the Chairman, if we pass the 
bill, it probably would not be passed in both houses until the end of 
next week. We do not contemplate bringing it up until some time 
next week. There are very few appropriation bills coming through 
after that time. 

Mr. Strauss. Senator, there is another thing I should mention. 
In accordance with the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, we cannot 
ask you for money which was not included in the budget. 

Senator ANDERSON. Haven’t you been sort of informally considering 
this a little down there, some of you people? 

Mr. Strauss. I am sure that in the Commission, some people have 
been thinking about it. 

Senator Hirt. When do you think might let us have some infor- 
mation on that? 

Mr. Strauss. I would not like to put a deadline on the staff here 
without consulting them. 

Senator ELLENDER. Bear in mind we want to recess July 20. 

Senator ANprERsoN. We have this problem. Somebody has said 
supposing this bill passes, isn’t it just going to be a waste motion? 
The Commission will say you didn’t give us any money so we won’t 
do anything about it. 

Mr. Strauss. We don’t want that to happen. Instead of us giving 
you a figure, could we comment on yours? 

Senator ANDERSON. It is a question of how much we need next year 
or until next January. Does the chairman of the committee know 
whether there will be any final supplemental bills coming through? 
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Senator HaypEen. Our understanding is that the appropriation for 
the Atomic Energy Commission will be in the final] bill. 

Senator ELLENDER. We will have a deficiency bill after? 

Senator HaypEN. We have one supplemental and one deficiency 
bill we are now considering. But the money for the Atomic Energy 
Commission will be in the last one. 

Mr. Srrauss. Senator, we will move as quickly as we can. 


DETERMINATION OF INFORMATION 


The atomic energy industry is of course much broader than the 
reactor development for power. Increasing numbers of private 
companies are beginning to appreciate the possibility of using the 
unique properties of radioactive substances in their operations. 
They are using such substances to develop and produce new kinds of 
materials, new instruments and equipment. They are planning on 
providing new types of services such as the processing of atomic raw ma- 
terials or spent fuel elements, which are essential to the atomic 
energy industry. The Commission has cleared the way for dissemi- 
nating valuable information to qualified individuals or companies 
engaged i in this work. More than 800 organizations and individuals 
have been granted permits for access to classified information, not, 
however, to information concerning atomic weapons. Thousands of 
our technical reports have been declassified or lowered in classification. 
Within the last year we went back through all the documents and 
reports that had been accumulated since the first day of the Man- 
hattan District. We were able to downgrade for declassification two- 
thirds of them. Prices have been established for which the Commis- 
sion will sell special reactor fuels materials or purchase uranium con- 
centrates or special nuclear materials produced by industry. 

Private companies engaged in the construction and operation of 
reactors also need the special nuclear materials which under the 
Atomic Energy Act are controlled by the Commission. That is the 
question you asked me, Senator Ellender. The President in February 
allocated 20,000 kilograms of uranium 235 to provide sufficient quanti- 
ties of fuel materials to initiate a domestic atomic energy industry, and 
said that he would allocate more when we required it. 


INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 


In the field of international affairs, nuclear energy shows the 
greatest promise of becoming competitive with conventional fuels in 
certain high-cost areas abroad. Interest in this use of atomic energy 
is particularly strong in nations which have no significant reserves of 
fossil fuels, as in Belgium, or in countries like the United Kingdom, 
where such fuel resources are becoming steadily less available. 

I might say for the Belgians they were our principal source, and 
still are a large source of uranium. We obtain uranium from them 
at prices below those which we pay to Canada. They are really our 
friends. 

The United States, through the Commission, has taken major steps 
to encourage the interest and participation of friendly nations in 
atomic energy research and development. As in the domestic field, 
the President has allocated 20,000 kilograms of uranium 235 for peace- 
ful use in reactors abroad. Belgium has already arranged under its 
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bilateral agreement with the United States to acquire a power reactor 
to be constructed in Belgium by an American manufacturer. 


COST OF POWER IN BELGIUM 


Senator Hiitu. Admiral, would you have any idea what the cost of 
the cheapest power in Belgium is today in comparison with the 
cheapest power you can produce from the reactors? 

Mr. Srrauss. I think the cost of the power from this reactor in 
Belgium will still be above what they make power for by conventional 
means, but they had two reasons for doing it. In the first place, they 
are going to have a world’s fair. They wanted to have this as one of 
the features. In the second place, they import all their petroleum 
and coal; they are not in very good shape from that point of view. 

Contracts have also been completed with four other companies in 
the United States for different types of research reactors to be built 
in Brazil, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands, and Japan. 

I might say that in all these cases no United States Government 
money is involved, so far as I know, although I was told today by 
the president of the World Bank that in the case of Italy and Japan, 
the bank has been approached for financing. Now, whether the 
financing involves the reactors which I have just described or whether 
it involves other reactors, I do not know at this time. 

Senator Hinu. In your statement you left out Denmark. 

Mr. Srrauss. It does not appear in my copy. Yours is more 
recent than mine. They probably have placed an order. I am sorry 
that the particular division which would be familiar with this matter 
is not represented here this afternoon. 

Senator Hitt. What I was thinking about, Admiral, you suggested 
that the draft which we have would be available to the press. 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Hit. I would not want to give out a statement that we 
were doing something with Denmark when we were not. 

Mr. Srrauss. Denmark should be included and it is quite safe to 
give out. The Danes have contracted for a research reactor, and 
this also applies to research reactors. 

For many nations the first requirement is for information, training, 
and technical assistance. To meet this need we have negotiated 38 
bilateral agreements for cooperation, and we anticipate as many as 
20 more. Unclassified technical libraries have been furnished to 
more than 40 foreign nations and more than 100 foreign nationals have 
come to the United States for technical training in nuclear technology. 

The impact of atomic energy on our generation suggests that the 
20th century may be known as the age of the atom. Despite the 
accomplishments ‘of the past decade, however, we are convinced that 
we have only just begun to know something hues the atom and that 
far more remains to be learned. New materials are being developed, 
new processes are being tested, and new theories are being explored, 
all of which suggest that we are just at the dawn of the atomic era. 
This impression is strengthened by one example alone: the highly 
imaginative and resourceful research which is being carried on to 
develop a reactor which someday may harness the really tremendous 
energy released in the thermonuclear reaction, that is to say, the 

reaction that accrues in the so-called hydrogen bomb. 
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IMPORTANCE OF REASEARCH IN ATOMIC ENERGY 


We are requesting $65,693,000 for physical research, a sum which 
we believe to be the minimum amount necessary to keep pace with 
the great promise in this field of science. I would interpolate here 
that I know of no part of our work which is more important than that. 
That is the keystone of the whole art. In biomedical research the 
accomplishments and prospects are equally impressive. The growing 
use of radioisotopes by hospitals and medical institutions indicates the 
important place of these materials in the study of biological processes, 
the treatment of disease, and the alleviation of human suffering. 
At the same time we are acutely aware of the great areas, particularly 
in genetics and the biological effects of radiation which are almost 
completely unexplored. We hope that the need for further research 
in these areas will be brought home to the public at large by the 
recently published report by the National Academy of Sciences, and 
the National Research Council. We appreciate the fact that, in 
pointing out the many potential hazards arising from the lack of 
knowledge about radiation and its effects, the National Academy saw 
fit to commend the Commission for the conservative approach which 
our staff has taken in establishing safety standards for our activities. 

I need not cite further examples, for it should be clear to all of us 
that much of our future welfare both as individuals and as a nation 
depend upon the accomplishments of biomedical scientists. We trust 
and we are confident that the vigorous program planned by the Com- 
mission, estimated to cost $31,527,000 in fiscal year 1957, will aid 
materially in this achievement. 

It is the policy of the Atomic Energy Commission to conduct its 
work by contract with American private industry. This policy 
brings to the Commission the talents of private business and permits 
a relatively small Government staff devoted largely to planning and 
supervision. 

PROGRAM DIRECTION AND ADMINISTRATION 


For the budget category “Program direction and administration,”’ 
which covers the administrative expenses of the Commission, we are 
requesting $39,427,000. This sum represents only 2.3 percent of the 
total estimated operating cost. 

Last year it was over 3 percent, and higher than that the year 
before. In other words, the ratio of our cost of operating to our total 
operating expenditures is in a healthy direction. 


NUCLEAR-POWERED PEACE SHIP 


As mentioned at the outset, the appropriation request for plant 
acquisition and construction is $158,300,000. This request covers a 
variety of facilities needed to improve production plants and meet 
new developments in the weapons and reactor development programs, 
and to fill in gaps in our research facilities. In this connection, we 
had $21 million earmarked in fiscal 1956 to construct the nuclear 
portion of a so-called atomic peace ship, should such a ship be author- 
ized in this session of Congress. While a peace ship has not been 
authorized, there is now pending in conference between the House and 
Senate separate versions of a bill to authorize immediate construction 
of a nuclear-powered merchant ship. If the Senate version is adopted, 
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the Commission will have the same responsibilities for the merchant 
ships as were contemplated in regard to the peace ship and therefore 
the unobligated funds should be available for this purpose. 

Senator Hitt. While the responsibility may not be the same. 

Mr. Srrauss. I think the House bill turns it over to the Maritime 
Commission. 

Senator AnpreRsoN. The Senate bill started to leave it there. 
Senator Hickenlooper proposed an amendment in which he said the 
Atomic Energy Commission would have the responsibility for de- 
signing it. After it was adopted there was a claim that that turned 
over the entire nuclear part to the Atomic Energy Commission. 
| rather have a notion the conference will fix it up so that there is no 
argument about it. I don’t know you are going to need the money, 
but I certainly see no objection to this remaining in there, because 
in any wise provision the Atomic Energy Commission should have the 
responsibility for providing the nuclear part of that ship. 

Senator Hitt. Who else could do it? 

Mr. Srrauss. I don’t think anyone else could without creating 
difficulties for us. Naturally if the scientists of some other part of the 
Government were assigned to it we would cooperate up to the hilt. 

Senator ANpreRSON. The maritime people do not want another 
model of the Nautilus. They want a new type reactor that has some 
possibility of providing a cheap method of transportation. They are 
voing to try to sew it down so that that happens. That is why no 
conferees representing the Atomic Energy Committee went on that 
list, apparently. 

Mr. Srravuss. I am sure it is clear to you that if that happens the 
job will take 2 or more years longer to accomplish and that the likely 
consequence is that we will see a nuclear-powered surface ship flying 
the flag of some other nation before one is made by ourselves. 

Senator ANDERSON. We are going to see one flying the Russian 
flag next year. So what is the difference. An icebreaker will be 
flying the Russian flag next year. 

They were given some figures to show there was only 4 months 
difference in the completion times on the two processes. I questioned 
those figures and said I don’t think it is so. I think this is one case 
where a little sort of friendly cooperation could bring about some very 
effective results. 

Mr. Strauss. We have been meeting with them. The figure does 
not comport with our knowledge of the time it would take to design 
a totally different reactor, and I have knowledge on that point which 
they do not have. 


Senator ANDFRSON. I have said that. 








AND ENGINEERING MANPOWER 





SHORTAGE OF SCIENTIFIC 


Chairman Strauss. I would like to close with just a few words, 
Mr. Chairman, about the growing shortage of scientific and engineer- 
ing manpower in the United States. 

The serious effect of this shortage on private industry and research 
institutions is demonstrated by the elaborate help-wanted advertise- 
ments appearing in the daily newspapers. Although this matter is 
not one for which the Commission has primarily responsibility, the 
effect of this shortage of talented scientists and engineers on our opera- 
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tions is a source of increasing concern to us. We are continuing to 
make every effort within our authority to encourage private industry 
and educational and research institutions to provide greater oppor- 
tunities for training in these fields. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the end of the statement. I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity of presenting it. 


COOPERATION WITH NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Senator Hitt. Admiral, let me ask you this: You have struck a 
note here in this last paragraph that I think is certainly today a chal- 
lenge to all of us. Do you work in cooperation with the National 
Science Foundation? 

Mr. Srrauss. We confer with them. We serve on committees with 
them. The Director of the Foundation, Dr. Alan Waterman, is a 
close personal friend of many of us, and particularly mine. We are 
in constant touch with that body and with the body which the 
President appointed. 

I have also met, as has Dr. Libby, with the heads of a very con- 
siderable number of educational institutions at the undergraduate 
level. We are convinced that the problem will not be solved until 
we find some way of getting at it at the secondary school level, that 
is to say, in the high schools. 

Senator Hr_i. You have to start at the high-school level? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hit. You have to there generally stimulate and challenge 
the interest of the student to go into science and engineering? 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir; more important than that, we have to pro- 
vide them with teachers. An appalingly large percentage of high 
schools in the country do not have qualified science teachers. A good 
many reasons are assigned for this lack. I do not know to what extent 
you wish to go into this, but it is a problem, sir. If it is not solved 
within the next few years, it does not make much difference what else 
we do; we are going to be licked on that front. 

Senator Tuys. 1 went into the Congressional Library and tried to 
acquaint myself with what other countries were doing in that field. 
I find that Great Britain is probably further advanced in the scientific 
field than we are. They have a committee within Parliament that 
works with the scientists, the educational people, and in that manner 
the cooperation has brought forth an expanded educational system for 
the scientist and the advanced engineers, more than what we have 
known here in the United States. I think that Congress will have to 
concern itself as to how can we support the scientists to advance this 
scientific development in this land, or we are going to find ourselves 
in the next decade wholly unprepared to meet the scientific life we 
are subject to. That is my feeling. 

Mr. Srravuss. I think vou are correct. I hope you will press it, 
Senator Thye. This needs all the emphasis it can get. 

Senator HiLv. | am sure the Senator saw the article that Senator 
Benton, our former colleague, wrote on what he had observed per- 
sonally on his visit to Russia, what they were doing about the training 
of scientists. Of course, they have a totalitarian system there which 
makes it comparatively easy. 

Senator Tuyr. They can issue an order. 
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Senator Hitt. They issue an order. They can send a child to 
school and he is ordered to do this and that. They have complete 
control over the schools, also. 

Mr. Strauss. Senator, Dr. Libby, aside from being an academician 
himself, has been very much concerned about the situation for a long 
time. 

Mr. Lipsy. I remember we recently had a distinguished coterie 
of physicists attend a scientific meeting in Moscow. They returned 
with glowing reports of the number of engineers and scientists who 
were available to work in a field of pure research. Of course, I suppose 
they have other activities, but as far as it was observed, they were 
working in a field of fairly pure research, and in large numbers. 
It seems the quality of their education is excellent. We are beginning 
now, for the first time to have the Russian literature available. 
As we saw at Geneva last summer, the quality of the Russian papers 
were excellent. Of course, we all know it is not quantity so much as 
quality, and just their having large numbers of engineering g graduates 
is not an assurance that we will be outstripped. ‘This sort of genius is 
spread around about the same in most peoples, and if they have large 
numbers, they are going to get a Fermi one of these days. That is 
going to make the real difference. There is another angle to it aside 
from the competition. Even if we were not in competition, we 
still would have to increase the number of people to be educated in 
this country. I speak not only of scientists and engineers, but in 
general, in order to develop our society in the way in which we are 
now heading. 

1 think our school system has to be improved. We have to do some- 
thing about high-school teachers’ salaries and we have to do something 
about making the more difficult subjects attractive to students in 
high-school years. We must do something, absolutely. 

Senator ELLENDER. Too many optional courses are permitted in 
these high schools. 

Mr. Lrssy. I don’t want to criticize any courses, Senator, but there 
are variations, all right. I think mathematics can be made a very 
attactive and very interesting subject. A lot of students would take 
mathematics if it was taught right. It is kind of difficult to get those 
teachers. 

Senator Hitt. You speak about the high-school teachers. My 
friend here on my left has certainly been a valiant champion of the 
National Science Foundation, Senator Saltonstall. I am a great be- 
liever in the National Science Foundation, but the truth is that it 
could do much and should certainly be supported, but it does not have 
the authority in law, and of course it is not contemplated to reach into 
many of these fields, I would say we must go in if we are going to meet 
the situation. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Linsy. I think that is true, Senator. I think we do some good 
by talking about it. I think talking does help, because it gets the 
problem to the local communities. It you keep telling people that this 
is a national emergency, it will have some effect. 


JOINT COMMITTEE STUDY ON MANPOWER 


Senator ANDERSON. May I say the chairman of the joint committee 
this year made a study on manpower which I think was not too bad, 
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and we had a good many copies of it printed, and we have had very 
flattering requests for very many more. We are now asking the 
Rules Committee for permission to print 30,000 more copies of it so 
that each Senator and Congressman may have 50 to send to prom- 
inent people in their State and their districts, to give them a little 
chance to put extra momentum behind this program. 


AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN BUDGET FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Senator SALTONSTALL. This may have been asked, Admiral. What 
is the total amount in all your different divisions that you are spending 
for research? 

Mr. Strauss. Research of all types? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. Strauss. Including medical, weapons, and reactors research? 

Senator Satronstauu. Yes. I asked that because we have had 
considerable debate on that. 

Mr. Strauss. Our budget includes $31,527,000 for the biology and 
medicine program, $65,693,000 for the physical research program, and 
for weapons nuclear research, $59,781,000. 

Mr. Frevps. There is also a substantial amount for research and 
development in the reactor program. 

Mr. Strauss. When you build a prototype reactor there is some 
research, but it is largely engineering. 

Senator Hitt. Now, you speak about physical research. 

Mr. Srrauss. That is research into the basic sciences. For ex- 
ample, in the last 12 months two fundamental discoveries have been 
made which were made in work supported by the Commission, the 
antiproton has been discovered and the neutrino has been located. 
These may turn out to be things for which this fiscal year will be 
remembered beyond other fiscal years, past and future. One does 
not know, but they are so fundamental and so astonishing that we 
consider the money to have been extraordinarily well spent. 

Senator ANDERSON. Could I ask the Senator from Massachusetts 
that he ask them to submit a figure covering research, because I think 
if they will submit one hurriedly they will include some development 
work, such as the work on the reactors. It might be very interesting 
to have an accurate research figure. 

Senator SatronstTaLu. I would think it would be interesting. That 
might very well come up on the floor. 

Mr. Srrauss. The three items I have given you total $157 million. 

Senator SaLTONSTALL. How much do you think is in the reactor 
development figure? 

Mr. Fieuips. The reactor budget in total is $285 million, including 
all the military and civilian reactor work. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In the military department there is $1,610 
million for research, and the research and development which they 
put into prototypes is $5.2 billion. 

Mr. Srrauss. If you added the whole reactor-development budget 
of $285 million to the figures I have cited, we would still be under a 
half billion. But not all of the reactor-development budget can be 
charged to research. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Can you give it to us so that we will have 
it in one sentence? 
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Mr. Srrauss. $31,527,000 for biology and medical research, 
$65,693,000 for physical and chemical basic research, $59,781,000 for 
military weapons research, and a part, which we cannot separate at 
this moment, of the $285 million for reactor development. A very 
large part of that latter figures goes into bricks and mortar. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What percentage would you say of the $285 
million, 25 percent? 

Mr. Srrauss. It is a temptation to give a percentage, but it could 
make my face very red later on. 

Senator ELLENpDER. At that it will be under $500 million; $442 
million plus, here, I have. 

Mr. Srravuss. Yes, but you see more than half of that is for the 
total reactor development program. 

Senator ELLENDER. I know; it consists of everything. 

Mr. Fretps. When you talk about basic research, Senator, would 
you include engineering such as the engineering of reactors? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. If you can tell me the difference between 
basic research and pure research. 

Senator Hii. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Fiexps. That is the problem. It depends on the assumption 
you make. 

Senator ANDERSON. If you get that answer, you can help me on that 
question. They asked me what is the difference between an expert 
and a technical expert. 

(The following information was submitted:) 

Nore.—Expenditures for basic and applied research, which excludes engineering 
as reported on page 1153 of the budget for the fiscal year 1957, are as follows: 


Expenditures of the Atomic Energy Commission for research and development 


{In millions] 





Conduct of research and Increase in research and 
development development plant 


1955 | 1956 1957 1955 1956 | 1957 
actual | estimate | estimate | actual | estimate | estimate 


050 Major national security: 
Production and weapons 
Reactor development 
Physical research 
Biology and medicine 
Equipment not included above. -|---- 


9, 
7 
5. 
6. 
7. 





Total, Atomic Energy Com- | 
mission 








Senator SatronsTauL. May I ask one more question, if you don’t 
want to answer Senator Anderson. 
Mr. Srrauss. I will answer it after the hearing is over. 


ADEQUACY OF BUDGET ESTIMATES 


Senator SatronstaLu. May I ask one more serious question? Is 
there any obligation that you are undertaking that in your opinion 
might be given up this year? 

Mr. Srrauss. The answer is ‘“‘No’’. We have gone over our budgets 
as businessmen and have so impressed the Bureau of the Budget with 
the fact that we come to them with justifiable requests that we 
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almost never have any trouble. There is nothing that I know of in 
these estimates, unless you wanted to have us go into an austerity 
program, which we would care to cut. If you say “yes, you must 
tighten your belt and put things off until next year, or the year 
after,’”’ we could go through the budget and find things like that. 
But we have already reduced or eliminated things that many people 
advocated. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Is this a unanimous budget request of vour 
(‘ommission? 

Mr. Strauss. No, sir; I cannot say that it is. The original budget 
was. ‘The supplemental which is involved did not involve unanimity. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would you care to discuss the difference, 
or would you prefer not to? 

Mr. Srrauss. I believe, sir, that unless you ask me a specific 
question to that effect, I would prefer not to do so. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In other words, the majority decided on the 
more austere side. 

Mr. Strauss. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Maybe I could get around it by saying it has 
been rumored that once upon a time a budget proposal was sent over 
providing for $55 million for research and development and $35 million 
for construction, and the Bureau of the Budget trimmed those amounts 
down to $15 million for research and $15 million for construction. Is 
it permissible to comment on that? If it is not, I do not want him to. 

Mr. Srrauss. It is already a matter of public record in another 
committee. 

Senator ANDERSON. Since it is a public record in our committee, 
would it be proper for you to comment on that? 

Mr. Srrauss. Yes, sir. As you stated, and as there is testimony 
before the House committee to that effect, it is our belief that the 
amount which was approved will not require us to ask for a supple- 
mental amount for that purpose before Congress is in session again in 
the ordinary course of events. 


EXECUTIVE SALARIES 


Senator ANpEeRSON. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, you are 
probably familiar with the fact that I have reported out a bill, S. 4162, 
to raise some salaries in the Atomic Energy Commission. Is that 
bill of sufficient urgency so that it would require any upward revision 
of estimates at the present time in order to meet the higher salaries? 

Mr. Fiextps. No, sir. You will recall, Senator, that involves only 
a relatively few positions. I believe we could take care of that by 
reprograming. 

Mr. Strauss. May I say I am very hopeful that the bill will pass. 
I have a very guilty feeling with reference to salaries paid to some of 
the people with whom I associate. 

Senator ANDERSON. I can explain to you, Mr. Chairman, there is 
the possibility the executive pay bill will perhaps not go through, and 
they do not want to put this through unless the other goes through. 
If the other goes through, they will schedule this one. I am going 
to try to get this thr ough, regardless. 

Mr. Srravuss. I will say that since we are behind the procession 


this is a chance to get us up to the line of the others. I hope you will 
insist on it, sir. 
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NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES AT WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS 


Senator ANDERSON. Would you care to comment on the increase in 
personnel in the Washington office from 1,333 on June 30, 1955, to 
1,551 on June 30, 1956, and to 1,718 on June 30, 1957? 

Mr. Srrauss. I think, sir, that is largely the result of the fact that 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 created certain new responsibilities 
which we did not have before such as licensing, international affairs, 
and so on. This has thrown new burdens upon the Commission for 
which it had to staff itself in order to meet them. 

Senator ANDERSON. Would the fact that we required you to issue, 
in the course of events, clearances of different types also not require 
some additional personnel? 

Mr. Srrauss. That is right, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. I wanted to put in the record the fact that 
these personnel increases have been brought about by the fact that 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 tried to put the work of the Commis- 
sion where the public could begin to have some knowledge of what 
had heretofore been secret, could make applications to use these 
processes, and start civilian participation. 

Mr. Srrauss. As I have indicated, some 800 firms and individuals 
have taken advantage of that opportunity and more of them are doing 
it nearly every day, about 50 a month. 

Mr. Fietps. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 placed certain regula- 
tory responsibilities on us, and we had to organize to carry them out. 

Senator Hitt. Any further questions, gentlemen? 


FUNDS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Tuyr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The question is, Could more 
money be used to good advantage in the research and development 
field of the atomic energy? 

Mr. Strauss. Senator Thye, I think the answer to that by every 
laboratory director would be yes. We try to run these laboratories 
on somewhat spartan lines. For example, for many years at Brook- 
haven and at the present time they are operating in buildings which 
were built as barracks in World War I. Those buildings are held 
together by successive coats of paint. If we told them they could have 
ull the money they wanted, they would go out and build proper 
laboratories; 1 would not blame them for a minute. We have a 
program which over a period of years is going to replace those passé 
quarters with something more permanent. 

Senator Tuyr. Within the facilities that they are now working can 
they perform as good service as if they were in a more modern labora- 
tory? 

Mr. Strauss. I will probably get my head taken off with the answer 
[ am going to make to you, sir. I suspect that in some cases the qual- 
ity of the work has very little to do with the environment. Some 
very fine work has been done in attics, garrets, and basements, and 
very mediocre work has sometimes been done in plush laboratories. 

Senator Toye. What I am trying to determine is, would I go out 
and support you, or rather would I go of this room with the conviction 
that I was going to support a higher sum than what has been presented 
to us with an inner conviction that if you were given that, there 
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would be further advancements made within the next 12 months in 
the nuclear field, both in commercial and in weapons. 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir, I cannot promise you, and nobody in our 
laboratories would promise you, results based upon appropriations. 
The best we can do is to say that we will do our best. I prayerfully 
hope you won’t reduce our request for research and development. 
As a matter of fact, when I came to that part of my statement, I said 
this is the most important money we are asking for. I would like to 
get every nickel of it. But I am not asking for more. 

Senator Ture. If you had more, could you wisely use it and 
advance yourself in the nuclear field as well as in the weapon field? 

Mr. Srravuss. We will spend wisely whatever money you give us 
for research. 

Senator THyr. You have done an excellent job in demonstrating 
wisdom. Could you expand your wisdom? 

Mr. Srrauss. I never had a question put to me like this before. 
I have not had the educational background to be able to answer such 
a question. I think, Senator Thye, that the answer is that if Congress 
in its great generosity gave us more money for research than we are 
asking, we would find wise ways to spend it. 

Senator Tuyr. You have the capacity to expand if you were 
asked to by furnishing the funds. 

Mr. Srrauss. I am sure, without attributing that wisdom to the 
members of the Commission itself or the staff, the answer would be 
yes, sir 

Senator EL.tenper. If you had more money, would you employ 
more people to do research? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. You would get better facilities? 

Mr. Strauss. Or some additional facilities. I cannot state at this 
time what we would spend it on, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You do not have in mind taking projects that you 
would move right forward with if you had additional funds? 

Mr. Srrauss. No, sir, and it would not be spent for more people, 
because there we have reached the point of diminishing returns. We 
want to provide scientific and engineering people for the next genera- 
tion, but there is no point in our taking them away from someone else 
at this time. 

Senator ANprERSON. Did I understand your answer that with your 
funds cut down you might not have enough to go the whole year? 
You said you would have enough to go on until next January. Is it 
possible you don’t have enough to go through on a normal basis? 

Mr. Strauss. I think if Congress were not meeting in the ordinary 
course next year, then we might not have enough. But on the assump- 
tion that we could have a supplemental if we needed it, and I under- 
line the “‘if’’, at the next session, we did not contest the reduction in 
the reactor devel pment program. 

Senator ANDERSON. You can’t expend at a higher rate than the 
budget will provide. 

Mr. Srrauss. I am taiking about new projects. I am not thinking 
of expenditures at a higher rate on those projects we now have. Those 
which are in sight are provided for. 

Senator ANDERSON. You would not need to employ many new 
people but you might be able to contract for more research at 
universities? 
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Mr. Strauss. We do not employ people for research. They are 
all under contract. Outside of a very small laboratory operated by 
our own staff, all our research activities are done under contract. 

Senator ANperson. The answer is that you would expand the 
contracting system. 

Mr. Srravss. You could hardly do that without pulling people 
off some other research. Every good research man in the country 
is now engaged in some fairly vital activity, although not necessarily 
classified as ours is. There are great numbers of men who do not 
like to work in time of peace on classified activities. 

Commissioner Lippy. Of course, we have a great deal of unclassified 
work, too. 

Senator Hitt. Any other questions, gentlemen? 

Admiral, is there anything you, or any member of the Commission, 
or any member of your staff would like to add? 

Mr. Strauss. You have not heard from Mr. Vance at all. 

















BUDGET 


Senator SALTONSTALL. May I say this, Admiral. I congratulate 
you on this. While we cannot go into the details of these figures 
with any great degree of understanding, your figures are so much 
clearer than they were 3 or 4 years ago that there is hardly any 
comparison. 

Mr. Strauss. We aim to have it finally Jike a bank statement. 

Senator Hitu. Was this clarity brought about through research? 

Mr. Srravuss. It was brought about by the fact that we have the 
best budget and accounting people in the whole Government. That 
is not just my statement. The task force committee of the Hoover 
Commission commented on the fact, and told us that we had the best 
people in the Government. 


CLARITY OF AEC 


















STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER MURRAY 








Senator Hintu. The chairman was advised that Commissioner 
Murray could not be here today, because he is absent on a very 
happy occasion, the wedding of his son. If he desires to file any 
statement or anything of that kind, why, we would be delighted to 
have it in the record. 

(The following letter was later received: ) 







JuLy 10, 1956. 






Hon. Lister Hutz, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator Hiti: Thank you for affording me the opportunity to file a 
statement with your committee with respect to the Atomic Energy Commission 
appropriations bill for fiseal year 1957. 

As you know the Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations of the House 
Appropriations Committee has just completed hearings on the Commission’s 
budget for fiscal year 1957. At these hearings I took the position that the Com- 
mission’s request for appropriations for civilian reactor development for fiscal 
vear 1957 should be increased by $60 million. I specifically recommended that 
of this amount $40 million be allocated for research and development and $20 
million be allocated for construction. Iam attaching a copy of the memorandum 
that I read into the record before the House subcommittee. 

These increases are necessary to bring the Commission’s fiseal year 1957 budget 
figures up to the level that the staff of the Commission felt, as recently as this 
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April, was necessary in order to carry out our program for civilian reactor develop- 
ment. Moreover, this level which the staff had recommended was unanimously 
approved by the Commission. 

I also requested the House subcommittee to give favorable consideration to the 
recent bill reported out by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to accelerate 
the civilian atomic power program (S. 4146 and H. R. 1206). This bill authorizes 
$400 million to carry out the develop.nent of large reactors at production sites, 

I am filing this statement with vour committee to acquaint you with my view 
that the $60 million referred to above should be restored to our budget and also 
to urge your favorable consideration of the $400 million authorized by the Joint 
Committee bill when this matter comes before you in the legislative process. 

Sincerely vours, 
Tuomas E. Murray, Commissioner. 


STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER THomMas E. Murray, UNitTep States ATOmIc 
ENERGY COMMISSION 


On February 23, 1956, I proposed to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
that this country adopt a national policy which treats the development of indus- 
trial atomic power as a matter of urgency. I was impelled to make this proposal 
by the ever increasing threat of nuclear weapons to the continued existence of 
mankind. And so the remarks that I express here today on budgetary require- 
ments should be considered in the light of the national policy I proposed. My 
proposal to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy last week was that the 
Government undertake a program of large reactor construction that would carry 
out this policy. Specifically, this program provided for the construction of five 
large-scale reactors of the following types: 

A pressurized water reactor of advanced design. 

Homogeneous reactor. 

Natural uranium reactor, 

Sodium graphite reactor. 

. Gas-cooled reactor. 

The preliminary estimates are that such a program would cost approximately 
365 million, Of this total approximately 190 million would have to be obligated 
in fiscal year 1957 for construction and would be expended over the next 4 years. 
In addition, approximately 30 million would be required for research and develop- 
ment during fiscal year 1957. 

Your committee recognizes that the budget before you in no way attempts to 
carry out these large reactor proposals. In fact there is question whether the 
budget before you is adequate to meet the limited objectives of the Commission’s 
current program. For example in the original 1957 budget as prepared and sub- 
mitted there were no funds provided for new reactor construction. 

The figure for research and development was 38 million and the figure for 
construction was zero, Subsequently in the latter part of April the staff concluded 
that its earlier request for civilian reactor funds should be supplemented. The 
staff gave four reasons as to why it thought this increase was necessary: 

First. The size of the task proved larger than anticipated. 

Second. The timing and ext nt to which industry can be expected to partici- 
pate financially will b> lator and probably less than anticipated. 

Third. Information regarding programs of other nations furnished stronger 
incentives for accelerating our own program. 

Fourth. The staff had acquired a better appreciation than it originally had of 
the requirements of the countries we intend to help—indicating the need for 
increased attention to certain s>ecifie power reactor characteristics. 

Whatever the reas» s, the Couum.ission approved the submission of a supple- 
mental budget re jues.i ig additional funds as recommended by the staff. The 
amounts were as follows: Kescearch and development, $55 million; construction, 
$35 million. 

In the budget before you today these amounts are reduced to the following: 
Research and developu-eut, $15 million; construction, $15 million. 

In other words this budget is $60 million less than that which the staff con- 
sidered necessary last April. It appears to me that we are backing off instead of 
moving forward with the kind of a civilian reactor program this country should 
adopt. 


okWNe 
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APPROPRIATION BILL FOR ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


Senator Hitu. May I say this also. At the time this hearing was 
set, it was thought that the House would put into the supplemental 
bill which is now pending before the House Committee on Appropria- 
tions, the appropriations for the Atomic Energy Commission, but that 
committee met this morning, I am advised, and they saw fit not to put 
the appropriation for the Atomic Energy Commission into that appro- 
priation bill, with the idea that they would put it into a subsequent 
supplemental or deficiency bill. So it may be that by the time the 
appropriation of the Atomic Energy Commission comes to this com- 
mittee, there may be some further information we would like to have. 
There may be further information that you or your Commission would 
like to bring to the attention of this committee. I want to say we will 
leave this matter open so that either the committee can ask for further 
information, or you and your Commission, if you would like to have 
further information from us, we will be happy to assist. 

Mr. Srrauss. We will be at your disposal. 

Senator SatronstaLuL. And, Admiral, if the House cuts you very 
severely, we will be at your disposal. 

Senator Hitt. Thank you very much, Admiral. Thank all of you 
very much. 

(Thereupon at 4:40 p. m., Friday, July 6, 1956, the committee 
recessed subject to call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, JULY 16, 1956 


Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room F-37, the 
Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman of the committee) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Robertson, 
Magnuson, Holland, Thye, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT, ADDITIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


STATEMENTS OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION ; GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ADMINISTRATION; OSCAR H. NIELSON, DEPARTMENTAL 
BUDGET OFFICER; CHARLES J. LOWEN, JR., ADMINISTRATOR 
OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS; ARVIN 0. BASNIGHT, BUDGET AND 
FINANCE OFFICER; H. H. HOWELL, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF AIR- 
PORTS; DAVID D. THOMAS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL; AND ROBERT P. BOYLE, GENERAL COUNSEL, CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman Haypen. The hearing will come to order. 

The item for consideration this morning involves a request in the 
amount of $34,700,000 for construction and development of a public 
airport in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. 

At this point we will place in the record Senate Document 138 
of July 9, 1956, transmitting the budget estimate. 

There will also be placed in the record pages 2 to 6 of the justifica- 
tions, a copy of the press release of July 9, from the Secretary of 
Commerce, relative to designation of Friendship International Airport 
as an alternate to Washington National Airport, and finally, the 
matter relating to the proposed Burke Airport appearing on pages 
43, 43, and 46 of the Report on Washington Supplementary Airport 
of December 1955, transmitted in January 1956 to the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
“Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
“CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT, ADDITIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


“For necessary expenses for the construction and development of a public airport 
in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, as authorized by the Act of September 7, 
1950 (64 Stat. 770), including acquisition of land; $34,700,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed a total of $800,000 may be advanced to 
the applicable appropriations of the Civil Aeronautics Administration for the fiscal 
year 1957 and succeeding fiscal years, for necessary administrative expenses: Provided 
further, That the unexpended balance of appropriations for ‘ Land acquisition, addi- 
tional Washington airport’ shall be merged with this appropriation.” 

Public Law 762, 8ist Congress, authorized the construction of an additional 
public airport in the vicinity of Washington, D. C. The Department of Com- 
merce, after studying available sites, selected one near Burke, Va. After the 
purchase of some land, further progress was held up while the Congress and the 
executive branch intensively studied alternative solutions, including other sites 
and other methods of financing. 

In January 1956, the Department of Commerce submitted a Report on Wash- 
ington Supplementary Airport to the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce at the latter’s request. Following hearings, the committee issued a 
report (5S. Rept. 2016), recommending that an estimate for a construction program 
be presented to the Congress. The agencies concerned have carefully considered 
this report and all relevant issues and have concluded that the Government should 
proceed with construction at the Burke site. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation is needed to provide funds for 
additional land acquisition, engineering, and construction of an airport at the 
Burke site. It contemplates completion of a usable airport capable of accom- 
modating commercial jet aircraft. The airport would include parallel north-south 
runways, one east-west runway, clear approach areas, a terminal building and 
traffic-control tower, access roads, and land for hangar development by air carriers 
and for future expansion. The timing of additional facilities in the ultimate 
airport plan will depend on future traffic requirements. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
(S. Doe. No. 138) 


Construction and development, additional Washington Airport, Civil Aeronautics 
Administration 


Request for fiscal year 1957__.__________- : ; _. $34, 700, 000 


Appropriation, 1956 ; Be ce ees ee 0 
Obligations to Apr. 30, 1956. aE aoe 0 
Expenditures to Apr. 30, 1956 ee Ee ee 0 
Budget estimate next fiscal vear 4 ____. $34, 700, 000 


Employment: 
Average number, current appropriation 
Number involved this estimate. __ 
Actual employment Apr. 30, 1956 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


To acquire land and construct initial facilities to provide, as rapidly as possible, 
an additional air transport terminal facility in the vicinity of the District of 
Columbia, in order to relieve present air-traffie congestion and meet foreseeable 
air-traffic demands in the Washington area. 


CENERAL JUSTIFICATION 


In recognition of the need for additional airport facilities to accommodate 
existing and potential air traffic in the Washington metropolitan area, the Con- 
gress in 1950 authorized the construction of a public airport in the vicinity of the 
District of Columbia through enactment of Public Law 762, 81st Congress. After 
an intensive survey of possible areas for an airport near Washington, a site near 
Burke, Va., was selected for the supplementary airport. Under provisions of the 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 85 


act, $1,056,096 has been appropriated for land acquisition including settlement of 
deficiency judgments rendered by the United States district court. 

Development of the Burke Airport was arrested in 1952 pending evaluation of 
the overall project in view of local controversies which developed over its location. 
Reevaluation of Government policy and further study supported the Burke site 
as the long-range solution to Washington air traffic congestion, taking into con- 
sideration factors of terrain, safety, accessibility, air traffic control patterns and 
construction costs. 

The magnitude of air service expansion in the Washington area can be readily 
seen from the fact that for the period 1948 to 1954 enplaned airline passengers at 
Washington increased 157 percent in contrast to 142 percent increase for the 
country as a whole; and similarly, air carrier departures increased 50 percent as 
compared with a national increase of 43 percent. The present upward trend in 
passenger and air carrier movements at Washington National Airport is indicative 
of the demand for air transportation and there is every indication of a continuous 
increase. Airline carrier operations for future years contemplate larger and faster 
equipment moving greater numbers of passengers. These facts and trends indi- 
cate that by 1960 the total Washington passengers should range from 5,500,000 to 
6,600,000, and by 1956 the range would be from 7 million to 8,400,000. Facilities 
at Washington National Airport will permit efficiently processing of the present 
rate of approximately 3 million passengers annually. The second airport thus will 
be necessary to accommodate the increased number of passengers which ean be 
reasonably expected within the immediate future, 

Representatives of scheduled airlines indicate that the lack of adequate airport 
capacity at Washington National Airport is hampering the economic growth 
of air transportation through failure to develop the full potential of the airline 
passenger market and the airlines are ready to inaugurate additional schedules 
as soon as airport space is available. 

This budget estimate of $34,700,000 is based on an expedited construction pro- 
gram for the initial development of an airport at Burke, Fairfax County, Va., to 
alleviate the present crowded conditions at Washington National Airport as soon 
as possible. This estimate provides for simultaneous construction of the first 
and second stages of development previously planned so as to have a usable airport 
by the close of fiscal year 1959. 

It is estimated that the ultimate development of the new airport will cost 
approximately $47,500,000 exclusive of hangars, and will rank as an “interconti- 
nental express” airport. The additional construction required for the final stage 
of development would not be undertaken until the need is apparent. When 
completed the new facility, in conjunction with the Washington National Airport, 
will provide sufficient airport capacity to meet the foreseeable demands of air 
transportation in the Washington area. 

Funds are required in the amount of $34,700,000 for preparation of detailed 
construction plans and specifications, development of zoning regulations to protect 
approaches to the runways, purchase of land, construction of facilities, and super- 
vision. 

SCOPE OF WORK 


When completed, the facility will consist of parallel north-south runways, one 
east-west runway, related landing area components, a traffic control tower, 
terminal building, other necessary buildings and utilities, as well as areas set aside 
for hangar development by air carriers and other users to meet their specific 
needs. The facility will be capable of handling all types of air carriers, including 
jet transports. 

Detailed justification of specific items included in this request follow: 


1. Completion of land acquisition, $2,445,850 


| Acres | Amount 


(a) Airport site_.......___- , : . 3,173 | $1, 185, 850 
(b) Access road ___- ae , 3 ee 320 480, 000 
(c) Approach zones___-______-___--- ; ; i 1, 950 780, 000 


Total . — a - : 5, 443 
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These costs are for immediate purchase of the balance of land required for the 
ultimate airport development, for construction of the access road and adequate 
approaches to the runways. Acquisition must be in fee simple except that in the 
outer portions of approach areas, easements will be acquired where they will 
provide satisfactory protection to the runway approaches and operation of the 
airport. The estimated valuation of the additional 5,443 acres is placed at an 
average of $450 per acre, including a 10 percent contingency factor pending formal 
appraisals and subsequent court approval. This valuation was established by the 
same appraisers, appointed by the court and the Department of Justice, who were 
retained in connection with previous land acquisition. Final valuations are not 
expected to vary substantially from this estimate, 


2. Engineering and supervision, $2,550,000 


(a) Site surveys and zoning expense, $85,150.—These items provide for site sur- 
veys of the land to ascertain individual tract boundaries for land acquisition, to 
acquire pertinent pre-construction data required for the detailed design including 
information on soil composition and subsurface conditions. Assistance will be 
given local authorities in drawing up the zoning regulations necessary for the total 
protection of the runway approaches to prevent encroachment as recommended 
by the President’s Airport Commission. 

(b) Airport design contracts, $1,163,000.—This item provides for payment of 
consulting engineers and architects who will be retained to conduct preliminary 
studies, prepare detailed construction plans and specifications with associated 
supervision required thereby. 

(c) Direct engineering and administrative erpense, $1,302,850.—This item pro- 
vides for overall technical supervision of the project to protect the Government’s 
interests. Funds requested are for positions, to coordinate planning and develop- 
ment work; maintain liaison with appropriate authorities on zoning work, removal 
of utilities and road relocation; maintain liaison with the engineering and archi- 
tectural consultants in preliminary studies, development of construction plans 
and engineering data; and subsequently the supervision of the construction phases 
of the program. Included also are requirements for housekeeping functions such 
as legal, personnel, accounting, procurement, contracting and auditing services. 


3. Construction, $29,704,150 


Construction can be started in the last half of calendar year 1956 and completed 
on this schedule in 1959. With the completion of this work, it will be possible to 
handle expected traffic loads expeditiously and relieve congestion at Washington 
National Airport. This development will provide parallel north-south runways 
and an east-west runway, together with taxiways, apron and terminal building 
facilities, field lighting, a control tower, water and sanitary systems, gasoline 
storage and distribution system, automobile parking areas and an access road. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 





Washington, D. C. 
SECRETARY WEEKS RECOMMENDS FRIENDSHIP AS INTERIM AIRPORT 


Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks today recommended to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board that Friendship International Airport, Md. be designated as an 
alternate to the Washington National Airport for excess traffic until the facilities 
of the proposed Burke, Va., Airport are commissioned for use. 

The text of the letter from the Secretary to the Chairman, CAB, follows: 
JuLy 9, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES DURFEE, 

Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The President today has asked Congress for a supple- 
mental appropriation of $34,700,000 to commence construction of a second civil 
airport in the Washington metropolitan area located in the vicinity of Burke, Va. 
The Civil Aeronautics Administration, Department of Commerce, is taking the 
necessary action to present the details of this request to the Congress. 

Even though such funds as are presently requested are immediately forthcom- 
ing and available, and even though construction should begin immediately with 


availability of such funds, there will be several years before these facilities are 
usable. 
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It is probable that in this construction period schedules of airlines plus arrival 
and departure of private, business, and certain necessary military aircraft at 
Washington National Airport will tend to overload the capacity of this airport. 
If this should occur, it would be well in my judgment for the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to exercise the authority granted in section 404 (a) of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938 by diverting the additional excess traffic to Friendship International 
Airport in nearby Maryland until additional facilities are available here. 

I have before me a communication from Senator Butler of Maryland bringing 
to our attention the immediate availability of Frendship Airport, and urging that 
Frendship be utilized on an interim basis, if necessary, until such time as the final 
answer to this problem is reached. 

I concur in this suggestion and my recommendation is that the Board imme- 
diately designate Friendship International Airport as an alternate to Washington 
National Airport for excess traffic until the new airport facilities are commissioned 
for use. 

Sincerely yours, 
SrncLtarnR WEEKs, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


ADDITIONAL Cost Data AND STAGE DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR THE BURKE 
ALTERNATIVE 


A. COST ESTIMATE 


The development of the Washington Supplementary Airport must be geared 
to the demands of present and potential air traffic of the Nation’s Capital. Due 
to evident need for the immediate development of additional airport facilities, 
the cost estimates reflect stage development of the Burke site which will yield a 
usable airport unit in the least possible time. 


TABLE 15.—FEstimate of cost for development of Washington supplementary airport 


\E xpendi- | Prepar- 3d stage | 
tures i atory Ist stage | 2d stage when )} Total 
June 30 stage 1957-58 1958-59 needed | 

1955 | 


Remove utility lines_ $12, 100 : Boe 12, 100 
Site clearance ; 232,100 | $173, 250 405, 350 
ee ee, Eee mss . tl 121, 000 | : 121, 000 
Grading-___---- . 4, 900,000 | 2, 940, 000 | 7,840,000 
eae alia 5 ae oe 275,000 | 330,000 . 605, 000 
| 
| 


nN 
Land scomisition................... $2, 445, 850 |__-_- - $3, 346, 504 


Turfing ack 121, 000 | 121, 000 242, 000 
PIES oo g boeece eid heie ee eTEnes aces ‘i 6, 230, 500 | 4, 360,820 |$5, 827, 580 | 16, 418, 900 
Lighting- te eens = ‘ Simi eee 223, 600 | 67,000 | 246,400 | 537, 000 
a ek Bie Sn ciel La] Lauphskoeaes 11,000 | 375,000 |__- 386, 000 
Access road een ari ee ee hoon 1, 209, 050 | 553, 000 370,000 | 2,132,050 
Control tower eis ees ; BZ iseed 200, 000 | : So 200, 000 
Terminal building. __-_- Seale cre see | 605,000 | 3,509,000 | 4, 267,000 | 8,381,000 
Passenger concourse oe, : é saci tacudaweate | 121,000 | 121, 000 
Maintenance building_--__- Paeoceescts eee ee 75, 000 | 45, 000 | 120, 000 
Water supply --_------ ees Sebeeesees : 5, 000 75, 000 53, 000 | 253, 000 

Sanitary sewers. ---- = eee . 27, 500 27, 500 55, 000 110, 000 
Sanitary disposal OR a RR, 2 | 125,000 | 62, 500 12, 500 | 200, 000 
Gasoline storage and distribution 

System. emhiag ee ee Ba 400, 000 259, 000 200, 000 | 859, 000 
Interior roads___- ta ee ee : 25, 000 50, 000 75, 000 
Auto parking ; ae | ttc “ 25, 000 225, 000 130, 000 580, 000 
Contingencies--___- 7 a Bais aeowort 900, 000 268, 715 271, 000 441, 520 1, 881, 235 








Subtotal es 900, 654 | 3, 345, 850 |15, 336, 565 |13, 474,070 |11, 769,000 | 44, 826, 139 
Engineering and supervision.___---.| 101,671 | 254,150 | 1, 216,278 | 1,077, 926 941, 490 3, 591, 515 


| 1,002,325 | 3, 600, 000 116, 552, 843 114, 551, 996 /12, 710, 490 48, 417, 654 
| 





B. FUNDING AND DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE 


1. Preliminary stage 


This stage could begin as soon as funds are available. It is proposed to acquire 
all property interests necessary for the construction of the airport, the access road 
and the adequate protection of the approaches to the runway. This preliminary 
estimate includes the funds to obtain the land required to complete the airport 
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site, to purchase additional land required for an access road, and an additional 
1,950 acres for approach protection. The estimate also includes funds to cover 
the cost of preliminary surveys and for assisting the local authorities in drawing 
up the zoning regulations necessary for the total protection of the approaches 
as recommended by the President’s Airport Commission in its report, “The 
Airport and Its Neighbors.” In addition, the preliminary stage estimate also 
includes funds for the preparation of plans and specifications for the physical 
construction work to be accomplished at the Washington Supplementary Airport. 


2. First stage 


This first stage of construction (Chart 8) could be started in 1957 and completed 
on an expedited schedule in 1958 in order to provide the airport capacity that is re- 
quired to supplement Washington National Airport. With the completion of this 
usable unit, it will be possible to handle all traffic expeditiously and thus minimize 
present delays and inconvenience to the traveling public. This period will also 
provide the time required for study and evaluation of the many new problems 
that will arise as a result of the operation of jet aircraft now under development 
and on order by air carriers. 

3. Second stage 


The second stage of construction (Chart 9) could be started in 1958. It will 
progress concurrently with the first stage in that year and be completed in 1959. 
This intermediate stage includes all site preparation and the paving and lighting 
of the basic portion of the second north-south runway. Furthermore, the terminal 
building and ramp facilities will be substantially expanded 
4. Third stage 

The third stage (chart 10) will complete the airport. It will be started when 
required to meet traffic increases and the needs of larger and heavier aircraft. At 
its completion, the airport will rank as an intercontinental express and will be able 
to handle the forthcoming jet transport aircraft without restriction. 

Washington National Airport and the Washington supplementary airport to- 
gether will be able to handle the air traffic of the Nation’s Capital during the 
foreseeable future. The inherent expansibility of the Burke site, as well as the 
future probability of traffic control know-how, should guarantee against demand 
for increased airport capability in excess of the ability to accommodate it. Wash- 
ington’s airports must be able to keep the Nation’s Capital abreast of current 
trends in air transportation. 





AUTHORIZATION ACT AND COMMITTEE 





REPORT 


Chairman Haypren. I might state further that some question has 
been raised by Senators as to the authority of law for appropriating 
as large a sum of money as appears here. 

I think it is, therefore, proper to place in the record the original 
authorization act and the committee reports relating to it, which 
will explain the intent of Congress. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


{[Pusitic Law 762—8Isr Coneargss] 


[CuaprerR 905—2p Session] 





[S. 456] 
AN ACT 


To authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance ofa public airport in or in the vicinity 
of the District of Columbia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter 
referred to as the “Secretary’’) is hereby authorized and directed to construct, 
protect, operate, improve, and maintain within or in the vicinity of the District 
of Columbia, a public airport (including all buildings and other structures neces- 
sary or desirable therefor). 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out this Act, the Secretary is authorized to 
acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise (including transfer with 
or without compensation from Federal agencies or the District of Columbia, or 
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any State or political subdivision thereof), such lands and interests in lands and 
appurtenances thereto, including avigation easements or air-space rights, as 
may be necessary or desirable for the construction, maintenance, improvement, 
operation, and protection of the airport: Provided, That before making commit- 
ments for the acquisition of land, or the transfer of any lands, the Secretary shall 
consult and advise with the National Capital Park and Planning Commission as 
to the conformity of the proposed location with the Commission’s comprehensive 
plan for the National Capital and its environs, and said Commission shall, upon 
request, submit a report and recommendations thereon within thirty days: 
Provided further, That the choice of site by the Secretary shall be made only after 
consultation with the governing body in the county in which the airport is to 
be located, with respect to the suitability of the site to be selected, and its possible 
impact on the vicinity. 

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act, the Secretary is empowered to acquire, 
by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise (including transfer with or without 
compensation from Federal agencies or the District of Columbia, or any State 
or political subdivision thereof), rights-of-way or easements for roads, trails, 
pipe lines, power lines, railroad spurs, and other similar facilities necessary or 
desirable for the construction or proper operation of the airport. 

The Secretary is authorized to construct any streets, highways, or roadways 
including bridges) as may be necessary to provide access to the airport from 
existing streets, highways, or roadways. Upon completion of construction of 
any street, highway, or roadway within the District of Columbia, such street, 
highway, or roadway shall be transferred to the District of Columbia without 
charge, and thereafter shall be maintained by the District of Columbia. Upon 
construction of any street, highway, or roadway within a State or political sub- 
division thereof, such street, highway, or roadway may he transferred to such 
State or political subdivision thereof, without charge, on the condition that such 
street, highway, or roadway thereafter be maintained as a public street, highway, 
or roadway by such State or political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary shall have control over and responsibility for the care, 
operation, maintenance, improvement, and protection of the airport, together 
with the power to make and amend such rules and reculations as he may deem 
necessary to the proper exercise thereof: Provided, That the authority herein 
contained may be delegated by the Secretary to such official or officials of the 
Department of Commerce as the Secretary may designate. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is empowered to lease under such conditions as he may 
deem proper and for such periods as may be desirable space or property within 
or upon the airport for purposes essential or appropriate to the operation of the 
airport: Provided, That no lease for the use of any hangar or space therein shall 
extend for a period exceeding three years. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized to contract with any person for the furnish- 
ing of supplies or performance of services at or upon the airport necessary or 
desirable for the proper operation of the airport, including but not limited to, 
contracts for furnishing food and lodging, sale of aviation fuels, furnishing of 
aircraft repairs and other aeronautical services, and such other services and 
supplies as may be necessary or desirable for the traveling public. No such 
contract, not including contracts involving the construction of permanent buildings 
or facilities, shall extend for a period of long than five years, except the restaurant. 
The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes shall not apply to contracts 
authorized under this section, to leases authorized under section 5 hereof, or to 
contracts for architectural or engineering services necessary for the design and 
planning of the airport. 

Sec. 7. Any executive department, independent establishment, or ageney of the 
Federal Government or the District of Columbia, for the purposes of carrying out 
this Act, is authorized to transfer to the Secretary, without compensation, upon his 
request, any lands, interests in lands (including avigation easements or air-space 
rights), buildings, property, or equipment under its control and in excess of its 
own requirements, which the Secretary may consider necessary or desirable for 
the construction, care, operation, maintenance, improvement, or protection of the 
airport. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary, and any Department of Commerce employee 
appointed to protect life and property on the airport, when designated by the 
Secretary, is hereby authorized and empowered (1) to arrest under a warrant 
within the limits of the airport any person accused of having committed within the 
boundaries of the airport any offense against the laws of the United States, or 
against any rule or regulation prescribed pursuant to this Act; (2) to arrest without 
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warrant any person committing any such offense within the limits of the airport, 
in his presence; or (3) to arrest without warrant within the limits of the airport any 
person whom he has reasonable grounds to believe has committed a felony within 
the limits of the airport. 

(b) Any individual having the power of arrest as provided in subsection (a) 
of this section may carry firearms or other weapons as the Secretary may direct 
or by regulation may prescribe. 

(c) The United States Park Police may, at the request of the Secretary, be 
assigned by the Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, to patrol any area of 
the airport, and any members of the United States Park Police so assigned are 
hereby authorized and empowered to make arrests within the limits of the airport 
for the same offenses, and in the same manner and circumstances, as is provided in 
this section with respect to employees designated by the Secretary. 

(d) The officer on duty in command of those employees designated by the 
Secretary as provided in subsection (a) of this section may accept deposit of 
collateral from any person charged with the violation of any rule or regulation 
prescribed under this Act, for appearance in court or before the appropriate 
United States Commissioner; and such collateral shall be deposited with such 
United States Commissioner. 

Sec. 9. The Secretary may enter into agreements with the State, or any 
political subdivision thereof, in which the airport or any portion thereof is situ- 
ated, for such State or municipal services as the Secretary shall deem necessary 
to the proper and efficient operation and protection of the airport, and he may, 
from time to time, agree to modifications in any such agreement: Provided, 
however, That where the charge for any such service is established by the laws of 
the State, the Secretary may not pay for such service in excess of the charge so 
established. 

Sec. 10. Any person who knowingly and willfully violates any rule, regulation, 
or order issued by the Secretary under this Act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine of not more than 
$500 or to imprisonment not exceeding six months, or to both such fine and 
imprisonment. 

Sec. 11. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions of the words and 
phrases used in this Act shall be the definitions assigned to such words and phrases 
by the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended. 

Sec. 12. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $14,000,000 
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, said appropriation to 
remain available until expended. There are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated from year to year such sums as may be necessary for the proper develop- 
ment, improvement, maintenance, protection, control, and operation of said 
airport or as may be otherwise necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act 

Approved September 7, 1950. 





{S. Rept. No. 1270, 81st Cong., 2d sess. 


CONSTRUCTION, PROTECTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF PuBLIC AIRPORT 
IN OR IN VICINITY OF THE DistTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 456) to authorize the construction, protection, operation, and mainte- 
nance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, having 
considered the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend 
that the bill as amended do pass. 


The bill, as amended, follows (matter to be omitted has been struck through; 
new matter is shown in italies): 


“TS. 456, 81st Cong., 2d sess.] 


““A BILL To authorize the construction, protection, overation, and maintenance of 
a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia 


“Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Administrator’’) is hereby authorized and directed 
to construct, protect, operate, improve, and maintain within or in the vicinity 
of the District of Columbia, a public airport (including all buildings and other 
structures necessary or desirable therefor) whieh; tegether with the Washineton 
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ON trite ait be adeqtte te treet the eh aeittion Heeds: Hatrteditte 
one PHttie; of the Distriet ef Gohtmbie and surrounding area: 

“Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out this Act, the Administrator is author- 
ized to acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise (including transfer 
with or without compensation from Federal agencies or the District of Columbia, 
or any State or political subdivision thereof, such lands and interests in lands and 
appurtenances thereto, including avigation easements or airspace rights, as may 
be necessary or desirable for the construction, maintenance, improvement, opera- 
tion, and protection of the airport: Provided, That before making commitments for 
the acquistlion of land, or the transfer of any lands, the Administrator shall consult 
and advise with the National Capital Park and Planning Commission as to the con- 
formity of the proposed location with the Commission's comprehensive plan for the 
National Capital and its environs, and said Commission shall, upon request, submit a 
report and recommendations thereon within thrity days. 

“Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act, the Administrator is empowered to ac- 
quire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise (including transfer with or 
without compensation from Federal agencies or the District of Columbia, or any 
State or political subdivision thereof), rights-of-way or easements for roads, trails, 
pipelines, powerlines, railroad spurs, and other similar facilities necessary or 
desirable for the construction or proper operation of the airport. 

“The Administrator is authorized to construct any streets, highways, or road- 
ways (including bridges) as may be necessary to provide access to the airport 
from existing streets, highways, or roadways. Upon completion of construction 
of any street, highway, or roadway within the District of Columbia, such street, 
highway, or roadway shall be transferred to the District of Columbia without 
charge, and thereafter shall be maintained by the District of Columbia. Upon 
construction of any street, highway, or roadway within a State or political sub- 
division thereof, such street, highway, or roadway may be transferred to such 
State or political subdivision thereof, without charge, on the condition that such 
street, highway, or roadway thereafter be maintained as a public street, highwey, 
or roadway by such State or political subdivision thereof. 

“Sec. 4. The Administrator shall have control over and responsibility for the 
care, operation, maintenance, improvement, and protection of the airport, together 
with the power to make and amend such rules and regulations as he may deem 
necessary to the proper exercise thereof: Provided, That the authority herein con- 
tained may be delegated by the Administrator to such official or officials of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration as the Administrator may designate. 

“Sec. 5. The Administrator is empowered to lease under such conditions as he 
may deem proper and for such periods as may be desirable (not to exceed ten 
years) space or property within or upon the airport for purposes essential or 
appropriate to the operation of the airport. 

“Sec. 6. The Administrator is authorized to contract with any person for the 
furnishing of supplies or performance of services at or upon the airport necessary 
or desirable for the proper operation of the airport, including but not limited 
to, contracts for furnishing food and lodging, sale of aviation fuels, furnishing 
of aircraft repairs and other aeronautical services, and such other services and 
supplies as may be necessary or desirable for the traveling public. Ne seh 
contract shall extend fer a peried of longer than ten years; and the provisions ef 
seetion 3700 ef the Revised Statutes shal net apph te sueh eontraets or the 
leases authorized under seetion 6 hereof No such contract, except contracts involving 
the construction of permanent buildings or facilities, shall extend for a period of 
longer than ten years. The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes shall 
not apply to contracts authorized under this section, to leases authorized under section 
) hereof, or to contracts for architectural or engineering services necessary for the 
design and planning of the airport. 

“Sec. 7. Any executive department, independent establishment, or agency of 
the Federal Government or the District of Columbia, for the purposes of carrying 
out this Act, is authorized to transfer to the Administrator, without compensa- 
tion, upon his request, any lands, interests in lands (including aviation easements 
or air-space rights), buildings, property, or equipment under its control and in 
excess of its own requirements, which the Administrator may consider necessary 
or desirable for the construction, care, operation, maintenance, improvement, or 
protection of the airport. 

“Sec. 8. (a) The Administrator, and any Civil Aeronautics Administration 
employee appointed to protect life and property on the airport, when designated 
by the Administrator, is hereby authorized and empowered (1) to arrest under a 

warrant within the limits of the airport any person accused of having committed 
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within the boundaries of the airport any offense against the laws of the United 

States, or against any rule or regulation prescribed pursuant to this Act; (2) to 
arrest without warrant any person committing any such offense within the limits 
of the airport, in his presence; or (3) to arrest without warrant within the limits 
of the airport any person whom he has reasonable grounds to believe has com- 
mitted a felony within the limits of the airport. 

“(b) Any individual having the power of arrest as provided in subsection (a) of 
this section may carry firearms or other weapons as the Administrator may direct 
or by regulation may prescribe. 

“‘(e) The United States Park Police may, at the request of the Administrator, 
be assigned by the Director of the National Park Service, in his discretion, subject 
to the supervision and direction of the Secretary of the Interior, to patrol any 
area of the airport, and any members of the United States Park Police so assigned 
are hereby authorized and empowered to make arrests within the limits of the 
airport for the same offenses, and in the same manner and circumstances, as is 
provided in this section with respect to employees designated by the Administrator, 

““(d) The officer on duty in command of those employees designated by the 
Administrator as provided in subsection (a) of this section may accept deposit of 
collateral from any person charged with the violation of any rule or regulation 
prescribed under this Act, for appearance in court or before the appropriate 
United States Commissioner; and such collateral shall be deposited with such 
United States Commissioner. 

“Sec. 9. The Administrator may enter into agreements with the State, or any 
political subdivision thereof, in which the airport or any portion thereof is situated 
for such State or municipal services as the Administrator shall deem necessary to 
the proper and efficient operation and protection of the airport, and he may, from 
time to time, agree to modifications in any such agreement: Provided, however, 
That where the charge for any such service is established by the laws of the State, 
the Administrator may not pay for such service in excess of the charge so 
established. 

“Sec. 10. Any person who knowingly and willfully violates any rule, regulation, 
or order issued by the Administrator under this Act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdeameanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine of not more 
than $500 or to imprisonment not exceeding six months, or to both such fine and 
imprisonment. 

“Sec. 11. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions of the words and 
phrases used in this Act shall be the definitions assigned to such words 
phrases by the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended. 

“Sec. 12. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $ for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, said appropriation to remain 
available until expended. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated from 
year to year such sums as may be necessary for the proper development, improve- 
ment, maintenance, protection, control, and operation of said airport or as may 
be otherwise necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act.”’ 

The purpose of 8. 456 is specifically to authorize the construction and operation 
of a second publie airport in or near the District of Columbia in order to relieve 
the existing congestion at Washington National Airport and to allow for reasonably 
foreseeable future increases in commercial air traffic at Washington, D. C. The 
proposed legislation is legally necessary to empower the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics to undertake the construction and operation of the proposed airport. 
Special legislation was necessary to provide for the operation, maintenance, and 
protection of Washington National Airport (act of June 29, 1940, 54 Stat. 686). 
Although the Civil Aeronautics Act grants apparent authority to the Civil Aero- 
nauties Administration for the construction of Government airports, such authority 
is uncertain and the passage of express legislation on the subject is therefore 

desirable. 

Although no official figure has been furnished us, the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration informally estimates that a new airport constructed on any of the sites 
being considered, including cost of land, preparation of site, construction of 
buildings and access road for a minimum one runway (i. e., not parallel runways) 
system which would be adequate to handle the initial overflow of commercial air 
movement, would cost approximately $14,000,000. 

For the purposes of comparison, Congress has spent $18,232,691 on the Wash- 
ington National Airport as of January 31,1946. Subsequent congressional appro- 
priations authorize the expenditure of an additional $7,331,000. Thus the total 


cost of Washington National Airport, including funds spent and funds appropriated 
but not vet spent, amounts to $25,553,691. 


and 
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Traffic surveys made of the aircraft actually arriving at the Washington National 
Airport have shown that Washington National Airport is, to all intents and 
purposes, saturated by the air traffic which now exists in the Washington metro- 
politan area. 

National Airport handled 114,168 scheduled air-carrier operations—a volume 
exceeded by only two other airports in the country, Chicago Municipal and 
LaGuardia. 

By 1955, the Washington metropolitan area will require an airport capacity 
for 159,835 air-carrier movements, and 224,633 aircraft movements of all types. 
This figure was derived by applying a Nation-wide projection factor, worked out 
by Civil Aeronautics Administration experts. 

Since the Washington National Airport is, to all intents and purposes, saturated 
by existing traffic, it will obviously be impossible for that airport to handle the 
40-percent increase in air-carrier movements which will occur between now and 
1955. 

It has been found that Washington National Airport itself cannot be expanded 
because further construction would encroach on the channel of the Potomac River. 

We have been advised by the Department of Defense that the military airport 
existing at Andrews Field will be exclusively required for military purposes within 
the foreseeable future. Thus it is concluded that an additional terminal airport 
for the Washington metropolitan area must be constructed. 


AMENDMENTS 


The Secretary of Commerce recommends that section 1, page 1, lines 8, 9, and 
page 2, lines 1 and 2, be amenaed by striking out the words: ‘“‘which together with 
the Washington National Airport, will be adequate to meet the civil aviation 
needs, immediate and future, of the District of Columbia and the surrounding 
areas.” 

He points out that the proposed additional airport will not necessarily eliminate 
the need for small airports for types of aircraft operation other than air-carrier 
operations, such as personal flying and student instruction. 

The National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the Department of 
Commerce piopose the following addition to section 2: ‘‘Provided, That before 
making commitments for the acquisition of land, or the transfer of any lands, the 
Administrator shall consult an advise with the National Capital Park and Plan- 
ning Commission as to the conformity of the proposed location with the Com- 
mission’s comprehensive plan for the Nationla Capital and its environs, and said 
Commission shall upon request submit a report and recommendations thereon 
within thirty days.” 

According to the Commission, the proviso quoted above “would help to secure 
the proper coordination in acquiring transfer and develooment.”’ 

The Secretary of Commerce recommends that the last sentence of section 6 be 
stricken and the following substituted therefor: ‘“No such contract, except con- 
tracts involving the construction of permanent buildings and facilities, shall ex- 
tend for a period of longer than ten years. The provisions of section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes shall not apply to contracts authorized under this section, to 
leases authorized under section 5 hereof, or to contracts for architectural or engi- 
neering services necessary for the design and planning of the airport.”’ 

The following are comments from various Government agencies and industry 
groups regarding the merits of this legislation: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, February 3, 1950. 
Hon. Epwin C. JoHNson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuatrMan: This is in reply to the letter from your committee re- 
questing the comments of the Department of Commerce on 8. 456, a bill to 
authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance of a public 
airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. The Department of 
Commerce strongly endorses 8. 456 and recommends its early enactment. 

For the past year, the Civil Aeronautics Administration of this Department 
has been engaged in an intensive study of the terminal airport need for the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area. During this period, traffic surveys made of the 
aircraft actually arriving at and departing from the Washington National Airport 
have shown that Washington National Airport is, to all intents and purposes, 
saturated by the air traffic which now exists in the Washington metropolitan 
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area. This survey shows that there exists at Washington National Airport a 
period of 10 consecutive hours of each day during which the average daily number 
of aircraft movements per hour is at or in excess of the existing and foreseeable 
instrument capacity of the Washington National Airport. As a result of this 
situation, the scheduled air carriers, during instrument conditions, are required 
to delay, or fail to complete, scheduled trips. These delays and incompleted 
trips result in direct increased costs to the carriers, increased costs and incon- 
venience to the passengers and shippers, and delays in handling the mail. 

During the calendar year 1947 (the latest calendar-year figures available at 
this time), Washington National Airport handled 114,168 scheduled air-carrier 
operations. In this particular, it was exceeded by only two other airports in the 
United States, Chicago Municipal Airport, and LaGuardia Airport in New York. 
The Civil Aeronautics Administration of this Department has developed on the 
basis of national surveys certain formulas for the purpose of estimating on the basis 
of known air-carrier operations in 1948, the expected increase in air-carrier opera- 
tions in 1955. The method and manner in which such formulas were arrived at 
are set forth in the attached booklets, in particular the one entitled ‘‘Peak Air 
Carrier Movements at Airports.”” By applying the national projection factor 
thus obtained to the total of scheduled air-carrier operations at Washington Na- 
tional Airport in the calendar year 1948 and the total aircraft operations at the air- 
port in 1948, it is anticipated that the Washington metropolitan area will require 
in 1955 airport capacity for 159,835 air-carrier movements, and 224,633 aircraft 
movements of all types. This is, in general, a 40 percent increase in aircraft 
movements. Since the Washington National Airport is, to all intents and pur- 
poses, saturated by existing traffic, it will obviously be impossible for that airport 
to handle the 40 percent increase in air-carrier movements which will occur be- 
tween now and 1955. 

Having concluded that additional airport facilities are required for the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area by 1955, the Department has examined the various pos- 
sibilities of providing such additional facilities. Washington National Airport 
itself cannot be expanded because further construction would encroach on the 
channel of the Potomac River. There are no local political subdivisions in the 
Washington metropolitan area financially capable of sponsoring the development 
of an airport under the Federal Airport Act. We have been advised by the De. 
partment of Defense that the military airport existing at Andrews Field will be 
exclusively required for military purposes within the foreseeable future. Thus 
it is concluded that an additional terminal airport for the Washington metro- 
politan area must be constructed. 

In studying this problem, the Department has given consideration to the 
possibility of using Friendship Church Airport instead of constructing an addi- 
tional terminal airport facility in the Washington metropolitan area. The 
Department has concluded that such action would not provide a permanent 
solution of the problem. In the first place, Friendship Church Airport was 
designed to serve the air traffic generated by the Baltimore metropolitan area. 
It was constructed primarily with funds provided by the taxpayers of the city of 
Baltimore, and air traffic whose primary function is to serve the Baltimore 
metropolitan area should receive priority from the use of the airport. Thus only 
that surplus capacity of the Friendship Church Airport over and above that 
needed to meet the air-traffic needs of the Baltimore metropolitan area would be 
available for Washington air traffic. The existence and extent of this surplus 
capacity is difficult to estimate. This is due to the fact that the city of Baltimore 
has long had inadequate airport facilities, which has restricted the development 
of the air traffic potential of that area. However, more important than any of 
these considerations is the fact that Washington is the Nation’s Capital and for 
that reason requires the best service that the air-transportation industry can 
offer. Obviously such service cannot be rendered nor can the convenience of the 
users of the air transportation in the Nation’s Capital be served by selecting as a 
second terminal airport for Washington, D. C., a location which increases the 
time spent in ground transportation approximately four times over that which is 
the case if Washington National Airport is used. 

S. 456 authorizes the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics to construct, operate 
and maintain an additional airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Colum- 
bia. The Department considers legislation of this type to be the proper answer 
to the need for additional terminal airport facilities in the Washington metro- 
politan area. It provides for an airport so located as to best serve the air traffic 
generated by the Nation’s Capital. It would promote the maximum of efficiency 
and economy in operation by placing the administration of the new airport under 
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the same management as the Washington National Airport. This would simplify 
not only management and operation problems, but also the multitude of adjust- 
ment problems arising out of the need for segregation of the scheduled air carriers 
serving the Washington metropolitan area between two terminals. While the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics already has authority under the Civil Aero- 
nauties Act of 1938, as amended, to construct and operate airports, nevertheless 
it is the policy of the President to seek specific authorization in instances involving 
the construction of a major metropolitan airport. In addition, legislation of the 
nature set forth in S. 456 is essential because the operation of an airport is a 
business enterprise, and if the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics is to execute 
this function so as to operate the airport insofar as practicable on a paying basis he 
should be granted legal authority which will place him in approximately the same 
position as a privately owned organization providing the same type of service. 
The legislation is well suited to accomplish this objective. It would remove 
certain existing legal impediments to the negotiation of contracts in the interest 
of the publie with private individuals; would safeguard the interests of the public 
by providing that lease agreements in conneetion with the operation of the airport 
shall not be for more than 10 years; and would provide the Administrator with 
necessary police power in connection with the operation of the airport. 

The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes which, by interpretation, 
do not apply to the operation of the Washington National Airport (Public Law 
674, 76th Cong.), should not apply to the airport considered in 8. 456. These 
contracts cover lease of space by air carriers and concessionaires, and the providing 
of services by concessionaires, and do not lend themselves to the prior-advertising 
procedure required under section 3709. This does not mean an absence of com- 
petition. In the case of purchases by the Government, negotiations will be con- 
ducted with a sufficient number of prospective contractors to insure lowest cost 
to the Government. 

The provisions of sections 5 and 6, limiting the length of contracts made there- 
under to 10 years is, generally speaking, desirable. However, if the lease involves 
construction of a permanent building, such as an office building, hotel, or similar 
facility by the lessee, the limitation of 10 years would prohibit and probably defeat 
successful negotiations in this connection. Further, the Civil Aeronauties Ad- 
ministration has encountered considerable difficulty in using competitive bidding 
in contracting for architectural and engineering services incident to the designing 
and planning of airports. The professional organizations severely criticized this 
method of operation because of the professional-client relationship involved. To 
avoid these difficulties, we recommend that the last sentence of section 6 be stricken 
and the following substituted therefor: ““No such contract, except contracts in- 
volving the construction of permanent buildings or facilities, shall extend for a 
period of longer than 10 years. The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes shall not apply to contracts authorized under this section, to leases au- 
thorized under section 5 hereof, or to contracts for architectural or engineering 
services necessary for the design and planning of the airport.”’ 

Also we recommend that section 1 of the bill be amended by striking the words 
“which, together with the Washington National Airport, will be adequate to meet 
the civil aviation needs, immediate and future, of the District of Columbia and 
surrounding areas.’”’ These words are likely to create the impression that the 
proposed airport, together with the Washington National Airport will be adequate 
to meet ali the civil aviation needs of the Washington area now and for the future. 
This is not completely true. The bill will provide adequate terminal airport 
facilities for the future needs of air carriers serving Washington, D.C. It may not 
obviate the need for small airports for types of aircraft operations other than air 
carrier, such as personal flying, student instruction and other similar activities 
utilizing small aircraft. Authority for the construction of such airports by joint 
contribution procedures already exists under the Federal Airport Act, and we 
would not wish such authority compromised by language of the type referred to 
above. 

The power of arrest provisions in S. 456 are substantially the same as those 
contained in the Washington National Airport Act, as amended. They have been 
found necessary for the operation of the Washington National Airport and will 

be necessary in the ease of the new airport. 

The problem of locating a suitable site for the construction of a second terminal 
airport for the Washington metropolitan area is one of prime importance. Funds 
for land acquisition and detailed engineering surveys will be required before 
tentative selection of a site can be effected. In this connection, the Department 
considers it desirable that consultation be effected with the National Capital 
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Park and Planning Commission in order to obtain their advice as to the effect 
any proposed location would have upon the comprehensive plan for the Nation’s 
Capital. In order to provide for this coordination, it is recommended that th: 
legislation be amended by adding at the end of section 2 the following proviso, 
after substituting a colon for the period following the word “airport”: ‘Provided, 
That before making commitments for the acquisition of land, or the transfer of 
any lands, the Administrator shall consult and advise with the National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission as to the conformity of the proposed location 
with the Commission’s comprehensive plan for the National Capital and its 
environs, and said Commission shall upon request submit a report and recom- 
mendations thereon within thirtv days.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has been consulted and it advises that this report 
is in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely vours, 
C. V. WuHitNey, 
Acting Secretary of Commerce. 





GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 23, 1949. 
Hon. Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Further reference is made to vour letter of January 
19, 1949, acknowledged January 25, 1949, enclosing a copy of 8S. 456, Eighty-first 
Congress, entitled “A bill to authorize the construction, protection, operation, 
and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Colum- 
bia,’’ and requesting any comments I may care to offer concerning this proposed 
legislation. 

Briefly, the bill would authorize and direct the Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nauties to construct and otherwise maintain a public airport which, together with 
the Washington National Airport, would be adequate to meet the civil aviation 
needs of the District of Columbia. Sections 2 and 3 of the bill would authorize 
the Administrator to secure the land and easements necessary or desirable for 
the construction and proper operation of the airport. Section 4 would empower 
the Administrator to make and amend such rules and regulations as he may deem 
necessary to the proper exercise of his responsibility for the care, maintenance, 
and protection of the airport and provides that such authority may be delegated 
to such subordinate officials as he may designate. Section 5 would empower the 
Administrator to lease space or property within or upon the airport under such 
conditions and for such periods as he may deem proper or desirable, not to exceea 
10 vears. Section 6 would authorize the Administrator to enter into contracts 
with any person for the furnishing of supplies or performance of services desirable 
for the proper operation of the airport, including but no tlimited to contracts for 
furnishing food and lodging, sale of aviation fuels, furnishing of aircraft repairs 
and other aeronautical services and supplies as may be necessary or desirable for 
the traveling public, such contracts not to extend for a period of longer than 10 
years and such contracts and the leases authorized in section 5 not to be subject 
to the provisions of section 3709, Revised Statutes. Section 7 would authorize 
the transfer of any property under the control of the Federal Government or the 
District of Columbia, to the Administrator, at his request and without compensa- 
tion, which may be surplus to the agency owning such property and which the 
Administrator considers desirable or necessary to the needs of the airport. 

Sections 8, 9, and 10 of the proposed bill provide for the police protection of the 
airport and are similar to the provisions of the act of May 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 94), 
relative to the Washington National Airport. Section 11 provides that the 
definitions of the words and phrases used in the bill shall be the definitions assigned 
to such words and phrases by the Civil Aeronauties Act of 1938, as amended. 
Section 12 (apparently appearing in error as sec. 2) would authorize to be appro- 
priated an initial sum for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the proposed 
bill, such sum to remain available until expended and also would authorize the 
appropri: ition of such further sums from year to year as may be necessary. 

This Office has no information as to the need or desirability of additional 
airport facilities in or near the Distriet of Columbia such as contemplated by the 
proposed bill. However, | deem it proper to invite your attention to the pro- 
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vision contained in section 6, which provides that the contracts authorized in 
that section and the leases authorized in section 5, shall not be subject to the 
provisious of section 3709, Revised Statutes. Although this Office has no specific 
objection to the inclusion of such provision in the proposed bill, it might be stated 
that section 3709, Revised Statutes has served in the past to obtain for the Govern- 
ment the most advantageous prices in fulfilling its requirements and to secure to 
any qualified business concern an equal opportunity for obtaining that business, 
thereby eliminating any possibility of charges of favoritism and collusion in the 
award of Government contracts. 

It is noted that section 3 of the act of June 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 688), relative to 
the authority of the Administrator to execute leases in connection with the opera- 
tion of the Washington National Airport, contained authority to execute such 
leases upon such terms as he might deem proper, with no limitation as to the 
period such leases might cover. That section, however, subsequently was amended 
by « proviso contained in the First Supplemental Civil Functions Appropriation 
Act, 1941 (54 Stat. 1030, 1039), stating “‘That in the operation of such airport 
no agreement shall be entered into for the use of any hangar or space therein for 
a period exceeding three years nor shall any agreement be entered into for the 
operation of any concession for a period of five years except the restaurant.”’ 
Inasmuch as the proposed airport would operate under conditions similar to those 
under which the Washington National Airport operates, it would appear that the 
period which such leases and contracts would cover should be limited at least to 
the period provided for the similar contracts and leases contemplated by such 
prior legislation, unless it be shown to the satisfaction of the Congress that such 
contracts enumerated in section 6 should provide for a longer period of time. In 
this connection, attention is invited to section 3735, Revised Statutes (41 U. 38. C. 
13), making it unlawful for executive departments to execute contracts for a term 
longer than | year, except as otherwise provided by law. 

Other than as above suggested, I have no recommendations to make relative 
to the enactment of the bill, S. 456. 

Sincerely vours, 
Linpsay C, WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


NATIONAL Capital PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1950 
Subject: Senate 456—Publiec airport in or in vicinity of District of Columbia. 
Hon. Epwin C. JoHNnson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Unated States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR JOHNSON: Reference is made to your letter of February 25, 
1949, in which vou request the comments of this Commission concerning Senate 
bill No. 456, to authorize the construction, protection. operation. and mainte- 
nance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. 

The Commission at its meeting on April 28, 1949, voted to endorse this legisla- 
tion provided it is amended by adding at the end of section 2 the following proviso, 
after substituting a colon for the period following word ‘‘airport’’: ‘‘ Provided, 
That before making commitments for the acquisition of land, or the transfer of 
any lands, the Administrator shall consult and advise with the National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission as to the conformity of the proposed location 
with the Commission’s comprehensive plan for the National Capital and _ its 
environs, and said Commission shall upon request submit a report and reeom- 
mendations thereon within thirty days.”’ 

The principal function of this Commission is to develop and maintain a 
comprehensive, consistent, and coordinated plan of the National Capital and 
its environs. Studies already made of alternate locations for a public airport 
of the seope proposed indicate that it would not only be a primary element in 
the comprehensive plan but would also require coordinated planning of many 
other elements, not only by the Federal Government but by State and local 
agencies. The proviso above would help to sectre the proper coordination in 
acquisition, transfer, and development. 

Similar provisions to those recommended in the amendment have been inecor- 
porated in prior legislation, such as that authorizing acquisition of a site for the 
naval hospital, and we believe have proven effective in securing sites, making 
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equitable arrangements for transfer of land and obtaining a development coordi- 
nated with that of the surrounding community. 
This report has been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and we are advised 
the proposed amendments are in accord with the program of the President. 
Sincerely yours, 
A. E. Demaray, 
Vice Chairman and Acting Executive Officer. 





ExuHiBit A 


Atr TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
September 22, 1948. 
Mr. W. E. Kune, 
Assistant Administrator for Federal Airways, 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Kune: Please refer to your letter of August 18, 1948, and my 
reply of August 25, 1948, concerning your request for certain statistical data 
regarding the inadequacies of Washington National Airport, insofar as the 
scheduled air lines are concerned and the attendant costs to the air lines. 

Time has not permitted as thorough or comprehensive an analysis of this 
problem as we desired in the compilation of the statisties requested. The figures 
presented at this time are the results of a detailed analysis by the air lines. We 
do, however, believe them to be reasonably accurate and on the conservative side: 

The following is based on the months of January, February, and March, 1948. 

1. Amount of delays to scheduled aircraft in hours: 

A. Three hundred and twenty-three hours in the air. 
B. Seven hundred and thirty-nine hours on the ground. 

B above does not include delays on the ground at adjacent airports 
awaiting take-off clearance for Washington. These additional delays 
can be safely assumed to be 50 percent of the Washington ground 
delays. This would increase B to 1,108 for a total of 1,431 hours 
delay to all scheduled aircraft. 

2. Estimated cost of these delays: 

A. $84,931 for delays in the air. 
B. $63,045 for delays on the ground. 

B does not include on-the-ground-delay costs produced by delays 
at adjacent airports awaiting clearance for Washington. Inclusion 
of this factor will increase B to $94,567, for a grand total of $179,498 
incurred as a result of all delays. 

3. Number of percentage of flights affected: A total of 1,925 scheduled 
flights were delayed. This represents approximately 51 percent of all in- 
strument flights operated. 

4. The number of flights which did not land at Washington due to weather 
conditions, inadequate facilities, or anticipated delays was 584. 

5. The estimated direct cost of these ‘‘over’’ flights was $136,466. 

6. The estimated intangible cost produced by inconvenience to passengers 
or shippers resulted in loss of patronage in an amount estimated at $484,322. 

7. The estimated number of passengers affected by any of the above is 
24,090. 

8. The estimated amount of mail which did not receive the most expeditious 
handling or could not be carried was 301,822 pounds. 

9. The estimated amount of cargo that was delayed or which could not be 
hauled was 405,068 pounds. 

10. The above figures are based on the operation of eight scheduled air 
carriers operating into Washington. A conservative estimate of the total 
cost to the airlines during the 3-mouth period amounts to $800,236. Over a 
12-month period this would be increased to a minimum of $2,500,000 loss to 
the scheduled airlines. 

Eastern Air Lines’ in-the-air delay for the 3-month period, as an example, is 
equivalent to six full days of continuous holding in the vicinity of Washington 
Airport. A Constellation circling the Washington National Airport at a direct 
operation cost of $300 per hour for six full days amounts to $43,200. Under 1B, 
considering the delays on the ground at Washington and at adjacent stations for 
inbound flights, it can be reasonably supposed that the total delays on the ground 
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averages 10 hours per day at the present time, thus this delay is equivalent to one 
Constellation with full crews, both flight and ground, standing idle on the ground 
a total of 18 full days. 

In addition to the figures furnished by Eastern Air Lines for ground delays, 
ramp congestion resulted in 434 flights or 8.1 percent of the Eastern flights being 
delayed for a total of 59 hours 43 minutes. Based on a 10-hour-day utilization 
of an aircraft, ramp congestion resulted in an Eastern aircraft being delayed the 
equivalent of 6 operating days. 

Combining all of the above figures of Eastern’s delays, it is apparent that 
during this period a million-dollar Constellation could have flown empty over 
Washington National Airport for 6 full days and then remained idle on the ground 
for 24 additional days, totaling 30 days that this aircraft could have been out of 
service during the 90-day period. 

A total of 9,135 passengers, 109,620 pounds of mail, and 167,475 pounds of air 
express and freight were affected in this one company alone : 

In our opinion, the necessity for an additional airport in the Washington 
metropolitan area is imperative to correct the conditions outlined in this letter. 
The irregular operations produced as a result of airport and ramp congestion 
obviously have a very adverse effect on the traveling public. The air lines have 
tentatively estimated 35 percent of the decline in load factors to be the result of 
a loss of confidence on the part of the traveling public. Without regular and 
reliable service no transportation system can be expected to develop on a sound 
operational basis. Certainly there can be no expansion of commereial transpor- 
tation in the Washington area until an additional airport is developed. Neither 
is it possible to eliminate the losses produced as a result of the conditions described 
in the answers to your request of August 18. 

We are most anxious to assist you in every possible way in this problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mitton W. ARNOLD, 


Vice President, Operations and Engineering. 


Department of Justice, 
February 1, 1950. 
Hon. Epwin C. JoHnson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (S. 456) to authorize the construction, 
protection, operation, and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of 
the District of Columbia. 

The general purpose of the bill is to authorize the construction and operation 
of a public airport within or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia which, 
together with the Washington National Airport, would provide adequately for 
the terminal airport needs of the District and the surrounding area. 

The first seven sections of the bill contain provisions which would authorize 
the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics to acquire the necessary lands and appur- 
tenances for the construction of the proposed airport, to construct the necessary 
highways, streets, and roadways, to lease space or property within or upon the 
airport for purposes essential to its operation, to contract for the furnishing of 
supplies or services, and to make rules and regulations deemed necessary to the 
care, operation, maintenance, improvement, and protection of the airport. 

Section 8 (a) would authorize and empower the Administrator and any Civil 
Aeronautics Administration employee designated by him, within the limits of 
the airport, (1) to arrest under a warrant any person accused of having committed 
within the boundaries of the airport any offense against the laws of the United 
States or against any rule or regulation prescribed under this measure; (2) to 
arrest without a warrant any person committing any such offense within the 
limits of the airport in his presence; and (3) to arrest without a warrant within 
the limits of the airport any person whom he has reasonable grounds to believe 
has committed a felony within the limits of the airport. 

Section 8 (b) would authorize any person having the power of arrest to carry 
firearms or other weapons as the Administrator may direct or prescribe by 
regulation. 

Section 8 (c) would provide that the United States Park Police may, at the 
request of the Administrator, be assigned by the Director of the National Park 
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Service, subject to the supervision and direction of the Secretary of the Interior, 
to patrol any area of the airport with the same authority to make arrests as is 
provided with respect to employees designated by the Administrator. 

Section 8 (d) would provide that the officer on duty in command of those 
employees authorized to make arrests may accept deposit of collateral from any 
person charged with a violation of any rule or regulation for appearance in court 
or before the appropriate United States Commissioner. 

Section 9 would provide that the Administrator may enter into agreements 
with the State, or any political subdivision thereof, in which the airport or any 
portion thereof is situated, for such State or municipal services as the Adminis- 
trator shall deem necessary to the proper and efficient operation and protection 
of the airport. 

Section 10 would provide that any person who knowingly and willfully violates 
any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Administrator under the measure 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than 
$500 or imprisonment not exceeding six months, or both. 

The Department of Justice would have no objection to the enactment of the 
hill. 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Yours sincerely, 
Perryton Forp, 
The Assistant to the Attorney General. 





[H. Rept. No. 2809, 81st Cong., 2d sess.] 


AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION, PROTECTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE 
oF A Pusiic AIRPORT IN OR IN THE VICINITY OF THE DistTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 456) to authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance 
of a publie airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, having con- 
sidered the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend 
that the bill do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

Page 1, lines 3 and 4, strike out ‘‘ Administrator of Civil Aeronautics (herein- 
after referred to as the ‘Administrator’)”’ and insert in lieu ‘‘Secretary of Com- 
merce (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Secretary’).”’ 

Strike out “‘ Administrator’? wherever the word appears in the bill and insert 
in lieu ‘‘Seeretary’’. 

Page 3, lines 20 and 21, strike out ‘‘Civil Aeronauties Administration” and 
insert in lieu ‘‘ Department of Commerce.”’ 

Page 5, lines 6 and 7, strike out ‘‘ Civil Aeronautics Administration” and insert 
in lieu ‘‘ Department of Commerce’’. 

Page 5, line 25, and page 6, lines 1 and 2, strike out “ Director of the National 
Park Service, in his diseretion, subject to the supervision and direction of the 
Secretary of the Interior,’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘Secretary of the Interior, 
in his discretion,’’. 

This proposed legislation has the approval of the Civil Aeronautics Board as 
will appear from letters dated May 16, 1950, and April 7, 1950, the Department 
of the Interior in letter dated May 19, 1950, the Secretary of Commerce in letter 
dated August 2, 1950, and the Department of the Air Force in letter dated May 
23, 1950. These communications, as well as a letter expressing views of the Air 
Transport Association, are printed in the appendix to this report. 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill is to authorize and direct the construction, protection, 
operation, improvement, and maintenance, within or in the vicinity of the District 
of Columbia, of a publie airport, including all buildings and other structures 
necessary or desirable therefor. 

The bill contains provisions granting the powers which, in the light of experience, 
are deemed necessary for effective legislation of this character. 

The bill authorizes an appropriation of $14,000,000 to carry out its purposes. 

By the bill as amended, the duty of carrying out the legislation would be im- 
posed upon the Secretary of Commerce rather than upon the Administrator of 
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Civil Aeronautics as was provided in the bill as passed by the Senate. This change, 
as well as changes made by other amendments which the committee has adopted, 
is to bring about consistency with recently effective executive reorganization plans 
relating to distribution functions. The Secretary would, under the bill, be author- 
ized to delegate his functions thereunder to the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
or any other official of the Department of Commerce. 


NEED FOR THE PROPOSED AIRPORT 


All air carriers serving Washington now operate into and out of one airport, 
the Washington National Airport. Plans for that airport were made in 1938 
ind construction begun in 1939. It was completed and opened to traffic in 
June 1941. The Washington National Airport consists of 729 acres of land and 
has a single runway system consisting of four separate paved runways. The 
north-south runway of 6,850 feet is the longest runway and is now utilized as 
the instrument runway. At the time Washington National Airport was con- 
ceived, it was anticipated that the airport would be able to meet the needs of 
the Washington metropolitan area for air traffic for many years. However, two 
factors have operated to affect the ability of Washington National Airport to 
meet the air traffic needs of the Washington metropolitan area, with the net 
result that as of today, the airport is saturated, and is unable to accommodate 
additional increases in air traffic. One of the major factors preventing any 
increase in the capacity of the airport is its physical location. It is situated 
immediately opposite Bolling and Anacostia Airports. At the time this site was 
selected for Washington National Airport, the speeds of aircraft were slow in 
comparison to those in use today. Consequently, the relatively close proximity 
of the three airports did not at that time create the problems of congestion which 
now exist. Secondly, at the time the site was selected, Bolling and Anacostia 
\irports were used by the Military Establishment primarily for flights to and 
from headquarters in Washington. No training was conducted from such air- 
ports, and there were no operational units based on such airports. This is no 
longer true, and in part the increased congestion in the area is the result of the 
increased utilization of Bolling and Anacostia Airports by the Armed Forces. 

The net effect of these conditions is to make it virtually impossible to increase 
the capacity of the Washington National Airport. The existence of Bolling and 
\nacostia Fields to the east and the airspace reservation and the Washington 
Monument to the north make it impossible to substantially improve the instru- 
ment capacity of Washington National Airport, even with the use of improved 
aids to air navigation to be ultimately provided under the SC-31 program. 

In the calendar year 1949 Washington National Airport handled a total of 
173,057 aircraft movements. Of this total, 126,013 aircraft movements, or 70 
percent, were attributable solely to scheduled air-carrier aircraft. In fact, Wash- 
ington National Airport was the third ranking airport in the country in total 
numbers of aircraft movements resulting from scheduled air carrier operations, 
being exceeded only by the Chicago Municipal Airport and LaGuardia Airport in 
New York. This volume of traffic is at or near the maximum capacity of the 
iirport. Therefore, any increases in the needs of air traffic in the Washington 
metropolitan area cannot be met by the present airport. 

The true measure of the capacity of an airport is the number of aircraft move- 
ments that can be accommodated on the airport under instrument weather condi- 
tions. The “‘all weather’’ fiying which is the goal of the air transportation industry 
today can be achieved only if the ground facilities utilized by that industry are 
adequate under all conditions of weather to meet the demands of that traffic for 
the use of such facilities. Thus, it would serve no useful purpose to measure the 
average traffic demands on an airport against the capacity of that airport under 
VFR conditions. The true measure must be the demand for use of the airport 
under instrument weather conditions. At present, for a substantial portion of 
each day, the average number of aircraft arriving and departing from Washington 
National Airport per hour is in excess of the instrument capacity of that airport. 

With the electronic and visual aids to air navigation and air traffic control now 
installed at Washington National Airport, the maximum instrument capacity 
of that airport is 30 aircraft movements per hour. Due to the location of that 
airport, no major increase in this instrument capacity is to be expected. Thirty 
aircraft movements per hour at Washington National Airport is a theoretical 
maximum which in fact is not attained for two reasons. In the first place, the 
instrument facilities for Washington National Airport are also the same instru- 
ment facilities used for instrument approaches to Bolling and Anacostia Fields 
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Consequently, to the extent that instrument approaches are made to either of 
those two airports during instrument conditions, there is a reduction in the actual 
number of instrument approaches made to Washington National Airport. Fur- 
thermore, 30 aircraft movements per hour is a theoretical maximum which is 
not normally attained in actual practice when a prolonged period of instrument 
weather conditions requires use of instrument approach procedures for a consid- 
erable length of time. Thus, we must consider the effective capacity of Wash- 
ington National Airport under instrument conditions to be less than the maximum 
of 30 instrument approaches per hour, and in fact, probably not in excess of 25. 

To determine whether Washington National Airport was in fact adequate to 
handle under all weather conditions the existing traffic demand, the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration made two surveys during the summer and fall of 1949. 
In these surveys, we were not interested in obtaining information as to the maxi- 
mum peak load which might exist at Washington National Airport under unusual 
conditions, but rather were interested in determining what was the average hourly 
demand of traffic at the airport day in and day out. These two surveys covered 
the periods July 6 through August 31 and September 1 through October 31. 
The results thereof are set forth in the following tables: 


July 9, 1949, through Aug. 31, 1949 


Peak hour Average hour (mean) 
Hour of day 


Total Air carrier Total Air carrier 
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Average hourly movements 





September 1949 October 1949 
Hour ending— for ieee. ce se _ 
Air carrier Total Air carrier Total 

SG Mites ccess ki wicca lea alemdar } 10.5 |} 11.4 8.9 9.7 
2 4.3 1.6 5.5 6.1 
3 : LF. 2.3 1.5 1.9 
1. Sa i 1.7 2.0 1.3 1.4 
5. a ~ a 3.2 3.3 2.7 2.9 
Recta artaaiia nic eit antaen slat weak iea bes 9.1 9.7 8.2 8.4 
OS So ee ee eae a ea 7.1 9.8 6.0 | 7.0 
8 iS dain aa 11.7 15.4 1.8 7.0 
ene ee 11.7 19.5 33 19,2 
10 caine agen sattii 2 eS ‘ 19.6 290.6 19.8 | 29. 3 
a a ale ae abt sccamharmiimsacmdecen 19.8 32. 2 19.0 | 31.5 
12 noon ad eee ren Lakes X Sean 22.3 33.6 19.3 30.0 
Rime oe Soe re ott ao i ere 16.5 | 26.8 19.0 28.8 
a eta ict elite iniahatinlas ners ‘ : 2 ie clit | 18,1 | 29. 9 16.5 26. 6 
hs coca “ ici nde r a 19.7 34.1 21.9 | 33. 2 
‘33 : eee ee 15.7 29. 2 15.4 | 29.1 
) é | 21.4 32. 7 16.9 | 29. 1 
6 . a S . 27.4 35. 8 29. 1 39.9 
7 | 21. 2 28. 5 21.8 28.0 
8 11.4 16.4 13. 5 17.3 
y 13. 1 16 13.7 | 15.9 
10 15.3 18, 4 14.5 16,8 
ll 7 mete eis 16. 2 17.9 4.4 } 20. 0 
12 midnight a ae Sea 16.0 17.4 15.6 16.8 


The significant fact shown by these tables is that from the period beginning at 
approximately 9 in the morning and extending until 7 in the evening, the average 
daily demand per hour for all operations is in excess of the instrument capacity 
of Washington National Airport. In fact during most of this period the average 
number of scheduled air carrier operations alone is close to or in excess of the 
effective instrument capacity of the airport. The existence of this plateau of 
high activity for such an extended period of time, establishes conclusively that 
the Washington National Airport is at the present time saturated by the existing 
air traffic demand. Furthermore, the extended period during which this activity 
exists eliminates any possibility of alleviating the difficulty by rescheduling of 
operations. 

That Washington National Airport is already a saturated airport is further 
proved by the high record of delays to aircraft effecting instrument approaches. 
During the calendar year 1949, aircraft arriving at Washington on instrument 
approaches were delayed in excess of 670 hours. Actually, only 28 percent of the 
aircraft making instrument approaches to Washington National Airport do so 
without delay, and the longest delays to individual aircraft are in excess of 2 hours. 
These delays are not mere theoretical figures, but may be translated into actual 
dollars and cents of lost revenue and additional expense to the air carriers. In 
fact, the Air Transport Association in 1948 advised that on the basis of such delays 
occurring during the first quarter of 1948, the airlines would have a direct and 
indirect loss during a full year of $2,500,000. These facts show without question 
that Washington requires an additional terminal airport. In fact, Washington is 
the only 1 of the 3 leading cities in numbers of scheduled air-carrier movements 
which attempts to handle all its air traffic with one airport. Both Chicago and 
New York have a system of airports to handle their air traffic. 

In the opinion of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the type of additional 
airport facility which the Washington metropolitan area will require is a terminal 
airport of the intercontinental class. This conclusion was reached from a detailed 
study of the past trends of air-traffic growth in the Washington metropolitan area 
and in the Nation generally. The Office of Airports has made detailed studies 
of the growth of air traffic in the Nation and in the Washington metropolitan 
area. 

Washington, D. C., has one of the highest air-traffic potentials per capita for 
any metropolitan district in the country. In point of fact, Washington traffic 
rates are so high that they have been excluded from any calculations made to 
determine national averages. Consequently, in estimating the traffic demands 
of Washington for 1955 on the basis of national projection factors, it is believed 
that the estimate is exceedingly conservative. The following table illustrates 
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the anticipated 1955 traffic calculated by means of national projection factors on 
the basis of calendar year 1948 air-traffic figures: 





|\Calendar ial National pro-| 1955 forecast 
1948 traffic | jection factor 











uiisasiaaal “ 
| 


Enplaned and deplaned passengers.........-.........--------- 1, 186, 676 1.6 1, 850, 000 
Pounds of airmail dispatched and received__.......--- SR 9, 157, 712 | 1. 56 14, 286, 031 
Tons of enplaned and deplaned cargo........-.--- senda siciccetids | 1 6, 457.4 | 2 4.09 2 26, 450 












1 Fiscal year 1948 scheduled airline cargo. 
2 The 1955 Washington forecast is based on the production and consumption of products in Washington 


as related to the United States totals—the projection factor applies to Washington only. (See Domestic 
air cargo, supra.) 


The actual performance of Washington National Airport during calendar year 
1949 confirms in all respects the conservative character of these forecasts. For 
instance, passenger traffic in 1949 increased over that in 1948 by 18.9 percent, 
cargo traffic increased by 16.9 percent, and air mail by 8.6 percent. 

To obtain some idea of the airport facilities which will be required in 1955 to 
handle the passengers, air mail and cargo estimated for that year in the foregoing 
table, it is necessary to translate the figures for these various classes of traffic 
into numbers of aircraft movements. In the past 6 years, aircraft movements 
have increased almost in direct proportion to the increase in the number of pas- 
sengers enplaned and deplaned at the Washington National Airport. On the 
basis of this past record, it is reasonable to assume that the number of aircraft 
movements which will be required to handle the traffic estimated for Washington, 
D. C., in 1955 will be 60 percent greater than the number of aircraft movements 
required to handle all classes of air traffic generated by Washington, D. C., in 1948. 

The CAA is of the opinion that by 1955 there will be an increase in the total 
number of aircraft movements of between 40 and 60 percent, dependent upon 
whether traffic development in Washington follows the national average or follows 
its own past history. In our opinion the latter is more likely. This increase will 
require that there be in the Washington metropolitan area by 1955 airport facilities 
capable of handling an increase of somewhere between 60,000 and 100,000 aircraft 
movements per annum over that which existed in the calendar year 1948. This 
represents a major increase in aircraft movements. It cannot be handled by 
Washington National Airport, which is already operating at capacity. To provide 
the airport facilities for this traffic, an additional terminal airport is required. 


AIRPORT SITE 


The CAA has examined the problem of whether other airports could be used to 
satisfy the need for additional terminal airport facilities which will exist in the 
Washington metropolitan area in 1955. They have concluded that there is no 
airport presently available which can furnish a satisfactory solution of this 
roblem. The Department of Defense has advised that the Andrews Air Force 
3ase will be exclusively required for military purposes within the foreseeable 
future. The city of Baltimore has open to traffic its new airport located at 
Friendship Church. However, that airport was built to serve Baltimore, not 
Washington, and even assuming that some available capacity exists in 1955, it is 
not a satisfactory solution of the Washington air-traffic congestion problem. 
The increase in air traffic that will occur in Washington by 1955 is a major increase 
of somewhere between 60,000 and 100,000 aircraft movements per annum. To 
adequately handle the passengers, mail, and cargo carried in these additional 
aircraft movements, it witl be necessary for the air carriers serving Washington 
to divide their operations between two airports. In order to provide the best and 
most efficient service, it is essential that the two airports involved be as close 
together and as near to the metropolitan district of Washington, D. C., as possible, 
giving due regard to all factors of safety involved. We cannot secure reasonable 
separation of air-carrier operations based on any principle of justice, efficiency, 
and economy if those based at one airport are subjected to a substantial economic 
disadvantage as compared to those air carriers using the other airport. This 
would exist if it were attempted to utilize Friendship Church Airport as the 
airport to accommodate the additional traffic which the Washington metropolitan 
area will develop in 1955. The CAA has made extensive studies of the ground 
transportation time involved between the center of the metropolitan district 
of Washington and the two airports in question. 
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As a result of preliminary studies, the CAA considers it feasible to locate a new 
airport within approximately 30 minutes ground-transportation time of downtown 
Washington, D. C. 

The following is quoted from a statement of the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics: 

“In selecting a site for the location of this new airport, this Administration will 
be guided by two major factors—safety and convenience. Surveys show that 
the majority of passengers originate in the northwest and downtown sections of 
Washington. Consequently, convenience of access from that area must be 
assured. We will also take into consideration the fact that division of air-carrier 
operations between two airports will require considerable interchange of passengers 
and cargo. In this regard, I should point out that we will have the cooperation 
of the Bureau of Public Roads in improving existing highways and in constructing 
new ones to improve the accessibility of whatever site is finally selected. More 
important, however, is the need to assure safety in operations and freedom from 
existing traffic congestion. In this connection, I consider it particularly necessary 
that the legislation contain no new restriction upon the Administration in the 
matter of site selection. No matter where the airport is ultimately located, 
there will be those who oppose the location, as well as those who favor it. We 
will endeavor to select the best site considering safety, free flow of traffic, and the 
public convenience. Additional restrictions will only serve to make our task 
more difficult. 

“Tn the construction of this new airport for Washington, D. C., this Administra- 
tion will make every effort to avoid underestimating the potential development of 
the air transportation industry. Our original construction program will be de- 
signed to provide only those facilities for which there will be a need by the air- 
traffie forecast to exist in 1955. However, in acquiring land, developing the mas- 
ter plan for the airport and in constructing those runways, buildings, and other 
facilities needed to meet the traffic needs o1 1955, we shall be guided by the prin- 
ciple that expansion of such facilities to handle additional traffic at a minimum 
cost must be possible. In this conneetion, I should like to point out the develop- 
ment of an airport is a time-consuming process. If we begin work in 1950, we 
will probably not complete the airport until 1954. Consequently, the passage of 
legislation authorizing the development of this additional airport is urgently 
needed and its early and favorable consideration by this committee is recom- 
mended.” 

In answer to questions from members of the committee, the Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics, stated that in selecting a site and building an airport, considera- 
tion would be given to the “relative interests of local units or the local authorities.”’ 
He stated that he had already consulted with the Governor of Virginia as well as 
several delegations from various adjacent communities in Virginia, He stated 
that he will hold further consultations with citizens local groups and officials 
who may be interested in the event that authority is granted to proceed with the 
seleetion of a site and the construction of a new airport in the vicinity of Wash- 
ington. 

No sites are under consideration within the District of Columbia or immedi- 
ately adjacent thereto. 

APPENDIX 


Civit AERONAUTICS BoarpD, 
Washington, May 16, 1950. 
Hon. Ropert Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear ConGREssMAN Crosser: This is in reply to your request for a 
report on 8S. 456, an act, passed by the Senate on April 19, 1950, to authorize 
the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance of a public airport in or 
in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. 

S. 456 is substantially similar to the companion House bill, H. R. 7241, as to 
which the Board submitted a report to your committee on April 7, 1950. The 
Board’s views as to H. R. 7241 as therein set forth are equally applicable to the 
legislation embodied in 8. 456. 

For convenience a copy of our report on H. R. 7241 is enclosed herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosePu J. O'CONNELL, Jr., Chairman. 
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AprIL 7, 1950. 


Hon. Rospert Crosser, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN CrossER: The Board has been requested to submit a 
report together with such comments as it may desire to make on H. R. 7241, a 
bill ‘“‘to authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance of a 


public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia.” 

Although the need for an additional airport in the Washington area involves 
problems which are basically of an operational and safety nature, it is clear also 
that inadequate airport facilities increase the operating costs of air carriers as 
well as lower the standards of air service provided the public. It is our under- 
standing that the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, on the basis of recent 
surveys and studies, has come to the conclusion that existing airport facilities in 
the Washington area are altogether inadequate for the needs of commercial air 
traffic. On the basis of this finding the Board wholeheartedly endorses a program 


which will create additional airport facilities in the Washington area and con- 
sequently supports the enactment of H. R. 7241. 
The Bureau of the Budget has informally advised that there would be no 
objection to the submission of this report. 
Sincerely vours, 


Joserpu J. O’CoNNELL, Jr., Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


Washington, D. C., May 19, 1950. 
Hon. Rosert Crosser, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Crosser: This will refer to your request for a report on 8S. 456, 
a bill “to authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance 
of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia,” as passed by 
the Senate on April 19, 1950. 

We have no objection to the enactment of 8S. 456, but recommend the inclusion 
of a perfecting amendment, as hereinafter explained. 

The purpose of this proposed legislation is to authorize and direct the Adminis- 
trator of Civil Aeronautics to construct and operate within or in the vicinity of the 
District of Columbia a new public airport, in order to relieve the present congestion 
at the Washington National Airport. The Administrator would be authorized 
to acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or otherwise, such air-space rights, 
lands, interests in lands, and appurtenances thereto as may be necessary or de- 
sirable in the construction, operation, and protection of such airport. He could 
also acquire publicly owned property for the airport by transfer, with or without 
compensation, from Federal agencies, the District of Columbia, the States of 
Marvland and Virginia, or any political subdivision thereof. Upon request of the 
Administrator, any Federal agency or the District of Columbia would be author- 
ized to transfer to him, for the purposes of the new airport, any property or in- 
terest therein which is under the control of such agency or District, and which is 
determined by it to be in excess of its own requirements. 

Section 2 of the bill provides that before making commitments for the acquisi- 
tion or transfer of lands, the Administrator shall consult and advise with the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission as to the conformity of the 
location proposed for the new airport with the Commission’s comprehensive plan 
for the National Capital and its environs. Under the act of June 6, 1924 (43 
Stat. 463), as amended (40 U. 8. C., see. 71 (b)), the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission is charged with the responsibility of “preparing, developing, 
and maintaining a comprehensive, consistent, and coordinated plan for the 
National Capital and its environs, which plan shall include recommendations to 
the proper executive authorities as to traffic and transportation; * * * high- 
ways, parks, and parkways; * * * drainage, sewerage, and water supply; 
housing, building, and zoning regulations; public and private buildings; * * * 
commerce and industry; and other proper elements of city and regional planning,” 
in order ‘‘to obtain the maximum amount of cooperation and correlation of effort 
between the departments, bureaus, and commissions of the Federal and District 
Governments.”” The Commission, moreover, already has given much study to 
the possible location of an airport in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. 
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In view of these circumstances, the recognition accorded the consultative fune- 
tions of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission by section 2 of the 
bill appears to be altogether proper. 

Section 8 of the bill provides that the Department of the Interior may, upon 
request by the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, assign the United States Park 
Police to patrol the new airport. Members of the United States Park Police so 
assigned would be empowered to make arrests within the limits of the airport for 
offenses against the laws of the United States or violations of the rules and regula- 
tions applicable to such airport. 

The foregoing provisions are in general accord with the act of March 17, 
1948 (62 Stat. 81). That act authorizes the United States Park Police to make 
arrests Within Federal reservations located in Arlington and Fairfax Counties 
and the city of Alexandria in Virginia, and in Prince Georges, Anne Arundel, and 
Montgomery Counties in the State of Maryland. It further authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior, with the approval and concurrence of the head of the 
ageney having jurisdiction and control of the particular reservation involved, té 
make all needful rules and regulations for the regulation of traffic, for the pro- 
tection of persons, property, health, and morals, to prevent breaches of the peace, 
to suppress affrays and unlawful assemblies, and to aid in the enforcement of any 
of the rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the Interior in that 
respect. The provisions of section 8 are also in accord with, and are substantially 
identical to, sections 4 and 6 of the Washington National Airport Act of June 29 
19.0 (54 Stat. 686), as amended by the act of May 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 94), which 
sections deal with the policing of the Washington National Airport. 

In order to clarify the responsibility for assignment of the United States Park 
Police to patrol duty at the proposed airport, it is reeommended that at page 5, 
line 25, and page 6, lines 1 and 2, the words ‘“‘Director of the National Park Service, 
in his diseretion, subject to the supervision and direction of the Secretary of 
the Interior,’ be deleted, and that the words “Secretary of the Interior, in his 
discretion,” be inserted in lieu thereof. This change would be consistent with the 
recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government concerning the elimination of independent grants of authority 
to subordinate officials within the executive departments (report No. 1, reeom- 
mendations Nos. 14 and 20). It would also be consistent with Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 of 1950, which, unless disapproved in the manner prescribed by the 
Reorganization Act of 1949, will become effective on May 24 of this year. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. It has also advised that ‘‘enactment of 
legislation for the construction of a second airport to be located in or near the 
metropolitan area of Washington would be in accord with the program of the 
President.” 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, August 2, 1950. 
Hon. Rosertr Crosser, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHatrMan: This letter is in further reference to S. 456, an act to 
authorize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance of a public 
airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, presently before the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House. 

The act as presently worded would establish authority in the Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics and in the Administration for the construction, protection, 
operation and maintenance of a second public airport in or in the vicinity of the 
District of Columbia. 

Since the passage of this act by the Senate, reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1950 
has been put into effect. This plan transfers to the Secretary of Commerce all 
functions of all agencies and employees of the Department of Commerce. The 
essential idea of the plan is to make the Secretary of Commerce responsible in 
fact as well as in theory for the operations of the Department. We are convinced 
that the plan is sound in terms of both theory and practical operation. 

The present wording of the act, by its direct grant of authority to the Ad- 
ministrator and the Civil Aeronautics Administration would apparently effect a 
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partial repeal of the plan and we therefore recommend the following amendments 
to the act to preserve the purpose of the reorganization: 

1. Substitute for the phrase “the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics (herein- 
after referred to as the ‘Administrator’)’’ in lines 3 and 4 on page 1, the phrase 
“the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Secretary’)’’. 

2. Substitute for the words ‘‘Administrator’’ wherever they appear in the bill, 
the words “‘Secretary”’. 

3. Substitute for the phrase ‘Civil Aeronautics Administration” in lines 20 
and 21, page 3, and in lines 6 and 7, page 5, the phrase “Department of Commerce’’. 

If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter please call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES Sawyer, Secretary of Commerce. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR Forces, 


Washington, May 23, 1950. 
Hon. RoBERT CROSSER, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CrarrMan: We refer to your recent request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 456, 
Eighty-first Congress, an act to authorize the construction, protection, operation, 
and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Colum- 
bia. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to this Department the respon- 
sibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of S. 456 is as stated in the title. 

The Department of Defense recommends that the proviso in section 2, page 
2, lines 7 through 15, be revised as follows: 

‘Provided, That prior to site selection and before making commitments for the 
acquisition of land, or the transfer of any lands, or completion of plans for con- 
struction, the Administrator shall consult with and advise (1) the Secretary of 
Defense as to such planning and construction as would satisfy the needs for 
national defense or military use in event of an emergency, and (2) the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commision as to the conformity of the proposed 
location with the Commission’s comprehensive plan for the National Capiial and 
its environs, and said Commission shall upon request submit a report and recom- 
mendations thereon within thirty days.” 

It is noted that the act as drafted follows in part the language of the act of 
June 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 686), as amended by the act of May 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 
94). Certain questions with respect to Washington National Airport arose un- 
der the June 29, 1940, act as to police jurisdiction. These questions were later 
clarified by the May 15, 1947, act. However, S. 456 differs in one important 
aspect, namely, that exclusive Federal jurisdiction over the property comprising 
the Washington National Airport had previously been vested in the United States 
Government and the amendatory act provided authority for the personnel to en- 
force the rules and regulations promulgated by the Administration. 

Since bare purchase, lease, or other form of acquisition by the Government 
does not automatically vest exclusive jurisdiction in the Federal Government 
without the consent of the State (if one is involved), S. 456 would establish partly 
exclusive and partly concurrent State and Federal jurisdiction. If such intent is 
not desired, provision should be made for relinquishment by the State concerned 
of its jurisdiction in favor of the Federal Government. 

Subject to the above-recommended proviso, the Department of Defense inter- 
poses no objection to the enactment of 5. 456. 

The Department of Defense is unable to estimate the fiscal effects of S. 456. 

This report has been coordinated among the Departments and Boards of the 
Department of Defense in accordance with the procedures prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely, 


Haroup C. Sruart. 





. 
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Atr TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERIC A, 


September 22, 1948. 
Mr. W. E. Kune, 


Assistant Administrator for Federal Airways, 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Kune: Please refer to your letter of August 18, 1948, and my reply 
of August 25, 1948, concerning your request for certain statistical data regarding 
the inadequacies of Washington National Airport, insofar as the scheduled air- 
lines are concerned and the attendant costs to the airlines. 

Time has not permitted as thorough or comprehensive an analysis of this 
problem as we desired in the compilation of the statistics requested. The figures 
presented at this time are the results of a detailed analysis by the airlines. We 
do, however, believe them to be reasonably accurate and on the conservative side. 

The following is based on the months of January, February, and March 1948: 

1. Amount of delays to scheduled aircraft in hours: 

A. Three hundred and twenty-three hours in the air. 
B. Seven hundred and thirty-nine hours on the ground. 

B above does not include delays on the ground at adjacent airports 
awaiting takeoff clearance for Washington. These additional 
delays can be safely assumed to be 50 percent of the Washington 
ground delays. This would increase B to 1,108 for a total of 1,431 
hours delay to all scheduled aircraft. 

2. Estimated cost of these delays: 

A. $84,931 for delays in the air. 
B. $63,045 for delays on the ground. 

B does not include on-the-ground-delay costs produced by delays 
at adjacent airports awaiting clearance for Washington. Inclusion 
of this factor will increase B to $94,567, for a grand total of $179,498 
incurred, as a result of all delays. 

3. Number of percentage of flights affected: A total of 1,925 scheduled 
flights were delayed. This represents approximately 51 percent of all in- 
strument flights operated. 

The number of flights which did not land at Washington due to weather 
conditions, inadequate facilities, or anticipated delays was 584. 

5. The estimated direct cost of these ‘‘over’”’ flights was $136,466. 

The estimated intangible cost produced by inconvenience to passengers 
or shippers resulted in loss of patronage in an amount estimated at $484,322. 

7. The estimated number of passengers affected by any of the above is 
24,090. 

8. The estimated amount of mail which did not re ceive the most expeditious 
handling or could not be carried was 301,822 pounds. 

9. The estimated amount of cargo that was delayed or which could not be 
hauled was 405,068 pounds. 

The above figures are based on the operation of eight scheduled air 
carriers operating into Washington. A conservative estimate of the total 
cost to the airlines during the 3-month period amounts to $800,286. Overa 
12-month period this would be increased to a minimum of $2,500,000 loss to 
the scheduled airlines. 

Eastern Air Lines’ in-the-air delay for the 3-month period, as an example, is 
equivalent to six full days of continuous holding in the vicinity of Washington 
Airport. A Constellation circling the Washington National Airport at a direct 
operatior cost of § $300 per hour for six full days amounts to $43,200. Under 1B, 
considering the delays on the ground at Washington and at adjacent stations for 
inbound flights, it can be reasonably supposed that the total delays on the ground 
to Eastern Air Lines during this period of time was 7% days. Aircraft utilization 
averages 10 hours per day at the present time, thus this del: iy is equivalent to one 
Constellation with full crews, both flight and ‘ground, standing idle on the ground 
a total of 18 full days. 

In addition to the figures furnished by Eastern Air Lines for ground delays, 
ramp congestion resulted in 434 flights or 8.1 percent of the Eastern flights being 
delayed for a total of 59 hours 43 minutes. Based on a 10-hour-day uti ization 
of an aircraft, ramp congestion resulted in an Eastern aircraft being dela, ed the 
equivalent of six operating days. 

Combining all of the above figures of Eastern’s delays, it is apparent that 
during this period a million-dollar Constellation could have flown empty over 
Washington National Airport for 6 full days and A remained idle on the ground 
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for 24 additional days, totaling 30 days that this aircraft could have been out of 
service during the 90-day period. 

A total of 9,135 passengers, 109,620 pounds of mail, and 167,475 pounds of air 
express and freight were affected in this one company alone. 

In our opinion, the necessity for an additional airport in the Washington 
metropolitan area is imperative to correct the conditions outlined in this letter 
The irregular operations produced as a result of airport and ramp congestion 
obviously have a very adverse effect on the traveling public. The airlines have 
tentatively estimated 35 percent of the decline in load factors to be the result of 
a loss of confidence on the part of the traveling public. Without regular and 
reliable service no transportation system can be expected to develop on a sound 
operational basis. Certainly there can be no expansion of commercial transpor- 
tation in the Washington area until an additional airport is developed. Neither 
is it possible to eliminate the losses produced as a result of the conditions described 
in the answers to your request of August 18. 

We are most anxious to assist you in every possible way in this problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mitton W. ARNOLD, 
Vice President, Operations and Engineering. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Hayprn. We have with us the Under Secretary for 
Transportation, Mr. Louis S. Rothschild, as the principal witness for 
the Department of Commerce, accompanied by Mr. Charles J. Lowen, 
Jr., the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics Administration, and their 
associates. 

If you have a prepared statement, Mr. Secretary, it will be inserted 
in the record and you may proceed, if you wish to summarize it 
briefly. 

Mr. Roruscuivp. It is a very short one, Mr. Chairman. I would 
like to read it, if 1 may, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. All right. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear before your committee in support of the Department’s request 
for funds for development and construction of a supplementary 
Washington airport. 

As you know, Public Law 762 of the 81st Congress authorizes the 
construction of a supplemental airport in the vicinity of the District 
of Columbia. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration in 1951 made various studies 
and determined that the best location for the development was a site 
in the vicinity of Burke, Va. 


ACQUIREMENT OF LAND 


Congress, in the Supplemental Appropriation Act for fiscal year 
1951, appropriated $1 million for the initial purchase of land, and on 
October 1, 1951, the Department of Commerce obtained title by 
declaration of taking to approximately 1,031 acres of the condemned 
area. 

Chairman Haypren. Might I ask: Is that all the land that is needed? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir; about 6,000 acres total is needed, includ- 
ing access road and approach zones. 


PREVIOUS LEGISLATIVE ACTION 
The Department, in fiscal year 1952, requested an appropriation of 


$1,660,000 for additional land acquisition which was denied by the 
Congress. 
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As a result of citizens protestations, activity in connection with the 
Burke facility was discontinued. 

In June of 1955, the Aviation Subcommittee of the Senate Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee, held hearings on the crowded 
traffic conditions at the Washington National Airport. The com- 
mittee issued a report dated July 29, 1955, which directed the Secre- 
tary to review and reaffirm the site he proposed to develop as the new 
airport and on the opening day of the current session of Congress 
report in detail to the committee the site selected for development 
and the stage construction plans. 

As a result of this mandate, the Department undertook a review of 
the various possible sites and in a report to the chairman of the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, dated December 1955, 
concluded that geographically the airport now existing at Andrews 
Air Force Base is considered to be the most desirable site for a second 
Washington airport meeting the requirements of the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Washington area community. 


BURKE SITE RECOMMENDED 


The Department’s report also advised that if Congress felt the 
Andrews site could not be pressed to a successful conclusion, the Burke 
site was recommended as the alternate. 

The committee held hearings again in February of this year and 
based on testimony from the ‘Air Fore ‘e, it was determined that An- 
drews would be required for military operations and would not be 
available as a second commercial airport. 

On May 17, the committee published a report which recommended 
that the Secretary submit an appropriation request to the Congress 
for development of the Burke site as the supplementary Washington 
airport. 

The estimate which the President transmitted on July 9 provides 
for expedited construction of the first and second stages of develop- 
ment outlined in the Secretary’s report to Senator Magnuson, dated 
December 1955. These development stages include the acquisition 
of additional land, site preparation, construction of parallel north- 
south runways, and an east-west runway, the required taxiways, and 
aprons, terminal facilities, access roads, and the necessary utilities. 

Representatives of the Civil Aeronautics Administration are here 
today and we will be happy to answer any questions that members of 
the committee may have concerning the details of the estimate. 

Chairman Haypen. Does that conclude your statement? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir 

Chairman Haypen. Who will be representing the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration, Mr. Lowen? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Mr. Lowen and several of his staff are here, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Mr. Lowen, we will hear from you. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Lowen. Mr. Chairman, I have a short statement, if you would 
like to hear it. Otherwise I will include it in the record. 

I am here in support of Senate Document 138, requesting 
$34,700,000 to provide for construction and development of a second 
WwW ashington airport terminal. 


80579—56 8 
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The need for a second airport for the Washington area has been 
recognized for some time and Washington National Airport is handling 
its capacity of some 225,000 aircraft movements annually with work 
already underway to augment the peak hour capacity by about 
15 percent but the facility will continue to have substantially less 
capacity than is demanded for air terminal service in this area. 








UTILIZATION OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


The principal question that has served to confuse the issue has been 
the practicability of utilizing Friendship Airport. The possible use 
of this facility was considered as far back as 1949 when CAA first 
proposed the construction of the second airport. 

The Friendship Airport is not a feasible facility for handling the air 
terminal capacity required for the Washington area. This is due to— 

(a) The distance between Washington National Airport and Friend- 
ship makes the interchange of passengers difficult. The distance of 
Friendship from the downtown Washington area makes air transporta- 
tion costly from the standpoint of time for the passengers traveling 
400- and 500-mile distance and the principal group of passengers de- 
parting from Washington are scheduled for flights involving something 
less than 500 miles. 

(b) The forecasted volume of air traffic indicates that if the volume 
of air traffic generated in the Washington area that is in excess of the 
Washington National is diverted to the Friendship Airport, then by 
1960 Friendship will be overloaded with traffic generated in its own 
urea, plus the surplus traffic from the Washington area. 

Under such circumstances substantial additional construction would 
have to take place at Friendship involving parallel runways and heavy 
capital costs. By 1956 the traffic generated in the Baltimore area, 
plus the surplus traffic in the Washington area, would exceed the 
capacity of parallel runways. Stated differently, the transferring of 
surplus Washington area traffic to Baltimore Friendship will so over- 
load that facility that by 1965 both cities would be denied adequate 
air service. 

(c) If Friendship Airport provided a reasonable solution to the 
overload of traffic, the airlines would naturally utilize the facility in 
order to increase their capacity. 

However, experience has proven that passengers and the airlines 
do not find it practicable to make use of Fnendship Airport for 
flights to and from the Washington area. 





LACK OF ADEQUATE FACILITIES FOR JET POWERED AIRCRAFT 


In planning for a satisfactory supplementary airport for the National 
Capital, we have given consideration to many technical problems. 
One of the paramount considerations is that the National Capital 
area will not have adequate airport facilities to be served by jet 
powered transport aircraft until a supplemental airport is constructed. 

In addition to the technical considerations, we have given thought 
to minimizing the inconvenience to people resulting from constructing 
an additional airport and made every effort to see that the airport is a 


good neighbor considering the environment in which it would be 
located. 
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These latter factors have influenced the selection of the site and 
plans for zoning so as to keep to a minimum the noise and disruption 
of going activities in the metropolitan area 


PURPOSE OF REQUEST 


This request is for $34,700,000 to— 
Complete acquisition of land; 
Prepare detailed construction plans and engineering designs; 
Construct parallel north-south runways and east-west runway; 


Construct buildings, sanitary and fueling systems, taxiways and 
parking areas. 

It is estimated that the ultimate development of this facility will 
ost $47,500,000, at which time it will rank as an intercontinental ex- 
press airport. 

Chairman Haypen. Is there anyone else that desires to be heard 
from your organization? 

Mr. Lowen. We will answer any questions, Mr. Chairman. 


QUESTION OF AUTHORITY FOR APPROPRIATION 


Chairman Haypren. The General Counsel is here. I would like to 
have him discuss this question of whether there is authority of law 
for as large an appropriation as is proposed in this bill. 

Mr. Bove. Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, there is. 

As a matter of fact, at the request of the Administrator and Under 
Secretary, | have prepared an opinion on that question which I shall 
be glad to submit for the record. 

(The document referred to follows: ) 


JuLy 13, 1956. 
Subject: Opinion re section 12 of Public Law 762, 8ist Congress 

The question has arisen whether the current appropriation request for the 
construction of an airport under the act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770) is 
subject to a point of order on the floor of Congress, due to the fact that the amount 
requested in such appropriation is in excess of the $14 million mentioned in the 
first sentence of section 12 of that act. It does not appear that such appropriation 
request is, as a matter of law, subject to a point of order on those grounds. 

Reation 12 of the act in question reads as follows: 

“There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $14,000,000 for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, said appropriation to remain 
available until expended. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated from 
year to year such sums as mav be necessary for the proper development, improve- 
ment, maintenance, protection, control, and operation of said airport or as may 
be otherwise necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act.’ 

The first sentence standing alone would constitute a limitation on the amount 
of appropriation authorized and thus support a point of order raised with respect 
to a larger appropriation. However, it does not stand alone. The sentence is 
followed by another authorizing further appropriation for construction. These 
two sentences combined authorize an appropriation of $14 million to be supple- 
mented by further appropriation as may be necessary for ‘“‘the proper development 
(and) improvement * * * of said airport.” This language is precisely appro- 
priate to execute the express intent of the Department of Commerce as stated by 
the Administrator of Civil Aeronauties, Mr. D. W. Rentzel, before a subcom- 
mittee of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee on May 19, 
1950. In that statement, Mr. Rentzel made it clear that the Department would 
undertake initially only so much construction and expenditure at the airport as 
would be necessary to take care of the traffic forecast for the Washington metro- 
politan area by 1955. Thereafter, further development of the airport would be 
necessary as the air traffic in the Washington metropolitan area expanded. Mr. 
Rentzel’s statement in this respect appears on page 84 of the hearings before the 
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subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of 
Representatives, 8lst Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 7241 and 8. 456. His 
statement is as follows: 

“In the construction of this new airport for Washington, D. C., this Adminis- 
tration will make every effort to avoid underestimating the potential development 

of the air transportation industry. Our original construction program will be 
designed to provide only those facilities for which there will be a need by the air 
traffic forecast to exist in 1955. 

“However, in acquiring land, developing the master plan for the airport, and 
in constructing those runways, buildings, and other facilities needed to meet the 
traffic needs of 1955, we shall be guided by the principle that expansion of such 
facilities to handle additional traffic at a minimum cost must be possible.’’ 

This language clearly indicates that the airport to be built under this legislation 
was to be built in stages. The first stage of construction would be only that 
necessary for the air traffic surplus to Washington National Airport that would 
exist in 1955. As additional air traffic in the Washington metropolitan area 
developed, additional facilities would be provided at the second airport. The 
fact that it was intended to construct this airport by stages is borne out by Mr. 
Rentzel’s further testimony before the same committee on July 7, 1950, appearing 
at page 141 of the report of those hearings, where Mr. Rentzel stated: 

“Our original estimate was $14 million for facilities other than hangars. I 
think $14 million covers one hangar and administration building. Those are 
revenue-producing self-amortizing facilities, of course. As they were needed they 
would be added to on that basis, so that the total expenditure might run as high 
as $24 million.’’ 

In view of this background, there seems to be little doubt that Congress, in 
writing section 12 of the law here in question, envisioned an appropriation under 
that statute of an initial amount of $14 million to handle 1955 traffic, which 
amount would be supplemented from time to time by further appropriation for 
additional construction to develop and improve the airport as the need therefor 
became apparent. In writing the law in this fashion, the Congress was obviously 
making it possible for the executive branch to carry out its airport construction in 
the way it proposed. Thus, the figure of $14 million set forth in section 12 is not 
intended by Congress, nor does it constitute, a limitation on the total amount of 
funds authorized to be appropriated under the act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 
770). The second sentence of that same section clearly authorizes appropriation 
for construction over and above the amount of $14 million specified in the first 
sentence, and the whole section read together, particularly in view of the testi- 
mony referred to above, makes it clear that Congress understand that the ultimate 
total cost of the airport would be far in excess of the $14 million set forth in section 
12, and specifically provided for appropriations in excess of that amount. 

In this connection, it should be pointed out that the $14 million amount clearly 
relates to the testimony of the Administrator that such figure represented the 
cost of only so much of the original construction as was necessary to accommodate 
traffic forecast for the Washington metropolitan area in 1955. The figure of $14 
million is not mentioned elsewhere in the hearings. This is the only possible 
source of the figure. Its use by Congress must be limited to the framework of 
fact on which it was premised, i. e., construction of only a limited facility to be 
supplemented by further appropriation for additional construction as needed. 

Due to delay in the construction of the airport, we are now faced with the prob- 
lem of providing an airport to handle air traffic forecast to exist in the Washington 
metropolitan area for 1960. Therefore, the appropriation request currently 
submitted is one that not only includes the $14 million necessary for the construc- 
tion of the initial facility required to accommodate the air traffic for 1955, but 
also the additional sums specifically authorized by the second sentence of section 
12, which necessarily would have been requested for further development and 
improvement of the airport as the air traffic potential of the Washington metro- 
politan area continued to generate larger and larger volumes of air traffic. Con- 
sequently, the $14 million figure mentioned in the first sentence of section 12 is 
not a limitation on the appropriation authorized by the act in question at this 

time. At the most, it was a limitation on the construction of an initial facility 
for a purpose no longer applicable due to the passage of time. Therefore, it is 
my opinion that the current appropriation request, based on both authorizations 
of section 12, is not, as a matter of law, properly subject to a point of order on the 
floor of Congress due to the fact that it is in excess of the $14 million figure men- 
tioned in the legislation. 


Roxpert P. Boye, General Counsel. 
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SUBSTANCE OF OPINION 


Mr. Boyue. But in any event, the substance of the opinion is just 
this: 

Section 12 taken as a whole, clearly indicates that it was the inten- 
tion of the Congress in passing the legislation to provide an initial 
authorization of funds for the development of an airport which, 
admittedly, and in accordance with the legislative history which is 
specific on this subject, would provide for only an initial small facility 
adequate to take care of the traffic contemplated to exist as surplus 
to the capacity of Washington National Airport by 1955. 

It was stated in the hearings on several occasions that this was 
merely the initial construction; that further development of that 
air~ort would be necessary as the traffic increased. 

Consequently, in my judgment, section 12 of Public Law 762 pro- 
vides an authorization for so much appropriation as is required to 
properly develop the airport to meet the needs of the traffic that 
exists at that airport at any specific time. 

Senator HoLuanp. Mr. Boyle, I have not had the opportunity of 
reading the act in full which is shown as chapter 905, Public Laws of 
the United States Statutes at Large, volume 64, but section 12 standing 
by itself does not appear to be a partial authorization, but a complete 
authorization for the expenditures. 


PARTIAL AUTHORIZATION 


I am wondering if there is anything in the report which would tend 
to establish that that was only a partial authorization and not a 
complete one. 

Mr. Boyte. Yes, sir; there is some language in the report which 
indicates that this is merely the authorization to proceed with an 
initial stage of development. 

Actually, in my judgment, section 12 in its language is clear and 
indicates the fact that further construction was intended. 

The second sentence of section 12 after the mention in the first 
sentence of the $14 million figure, goes on and says: 

There are hereby authorized to be appropriated from year to year such sums 
as may be necessary for the proper development, improvement— 


and so forth— 


of said airport. 


Now, the words ‘‘development and improvement” have been con- 
sistently utilized by Congress in our appropriation acts and in other 
legislation dealing with airports, to indicate the concept of further 
construction of an airport, to enlarge it, to provide additional facili- 
ties; to meet traffic as traffic develops. 


SENATE REPORT 


Senator Hotuanp. I[ note this sentence in the Senate report, being 
Report No. 1270 of the 81st Congress, second session: 


Although no official figure has been furnished us, the Civil Aeronautics Admini- 
stration informally estimates that a new airport constructed on any of the sites 
being considered, including cost of land, preparation of site, construction of build- 
ings, and access roads for a minimum one-runway (that is, not parallel runways) 
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system which would be adequate to handle the initial overflow of commercial air 
movements would cost approximately $14 million. 

It would appear from that sentence that what they were figuring on 
building at that time was an airport to handle: 

The initial overflow of commercial air movements and that Civil Aeronautics 
Administration’s estimate as to the cost would be ‘‘approximately $14 million.” 

Now, having in mind that the section 12 authorizes only $14 
million and that that is the figure shown in the authorization section, 
section 12, and having in mind also that the report shows this: 


For purposes of comparison Congress has spent $18,232,000 on the Washington 
National Airport as of January 31, 1954. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR INCREASED SUM 


How do you justify the present request for the immensely increased 
sum, which would be approximately twice as great as the total cost 
of the Washington airport at the time of the authorization? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. May I answer that? 

If you will read on another line or two there in the quotation which 
you just read, it says further: 

Subsequent congressional appropriations authorize the expenditure of an addi- 
tional $7,331,000. Thus the total cost of Washington Airport, including funds 
spent and funds appropriated but not vet spent amounts to $25,563,691. 

Senator HoLianp. I saw that, but even that shows that the total 
cost in mind at that time of a completed Washington National Air- 
port was only $25% million and the report here indicates that what you 
were trying to do was to have authorized a new airport which was to 
handle the overflow and it seems to me that what you were shooting 
at at that time was a $14 million establishment to handle the over- 
flow and that it is a very strained construction to say that while it was 
the privilege of Congress and it might be the duty of Congress to go 
ahead and enlarge it to meet the expanding needs after its construc- 
tion, that Congress by the passage of that act was authorizing an 
appropriation of $34 million. 

That to me just does not make sense. 

Mr. Rorusuivp. Referring again to your quotation, Senator 
Holland, this was for a minimum one-runway system adequate to 
handle the initial overftow. 


THREE-RUNWAY AIRPORT SOUGHT 


What we are now seeking is a 3-runway airport and space and total 
engineering cost for an airport which will cost somewhere close to $50 
million by the time it reaches its last stage of development. 

Senator HoLianp. It may be that Congress will want to authorize 
such a development there. That is not for me to say. 

The question is whether or not such a development has been 
authorized and whether or not there is justified now an appropriation 
virtually without hearing because the matter cannot be fully gone 
into in an emergency hearing of this kind in the closing hours of the 
Congress for a $34 million appropriation. 

Having in mind that there are other facilities available, some of 
which have not been tried out, my own feeling would be that it is 
untimely to even suggest that Congress authorize a $34 million 
appropriation. 
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ADDITIONAL SPACE RECOMMENDED 


Now, I might say that this very committee in its report on the 
annual appropriation bill specifically recommended that additional 
space be made available at Washington National Airport by removal 
of the MATS operation elsewhere. 

This committee has had something to say heretofore about the 
Anacostia operation. Of course, we all know that there is a very 
adequate airport, though somewhat more removed from Washington, 
available for not only temporary use, but for any permanent use that 
it may be adequate to handle over at Friendship. 

And to rush us into a $34 million appropriaton on an authorization 
of $14 million, I think is scarcely fair to the Congress or to the com- 
munity that is concerned or to the general objectives that you folks 
are trying to serve. 

PURPOSE OF BILL 


Chairman Haypen. I notice that the House report on the bill by 
Mr. Beckworth dated August 7, 1950, reads: 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and direct the construction, protection, 
operation, improvement, and maintenance, within or in the vicinity of the District 


of Columbia, of a public airport, including all buildings and other structures 
necessary or desirable therefor. 


The bill contains provisions granting the powers which, in the light of experi- 
ence, are deemed necessary for effective legislation of this character. 

The bill authorizes an appropriation of $14 million to carry out its purposes. 

Now, what is your comment on that, Mr. Boyle? 

Mr. Boye. My comment is, Senator, I think the last part of that 
language is unfortunate. However, I think that the legislation itself 
is clear. 

Congress put 2 sentences, not 1, in section 12. The first sentence 
refers to a $14 million authorization and in the second one, clearly 
and specifically authorizes an additional appropriation for further 
development. 

Consequently, it seems to me that the legislation itself is clear and 
provides the necessary authorization. 


LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY FOR AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION 


Incidentally, in this connection, I think we should not lose sight of 
one further point. The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, itself, provides 
legislative authority for the construction of this airport. 

Washington National Airport was originally developed under the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. 

Senator HoLtanp. What is that language? Would you mind read- 
ing it into the record? 

Mr. Boye. There are two sections in particular. Section 302 of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 authorizes the Secretary of Com- 
merce within the limits of available appropriations, to acquire, estab- 
lish, and improve air navigation facilities. ‘Air navigation facilities,” 
as that term is defined in section 1 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, includes airports. 

I bring that matter up because I think it is important. The ques- 
tion of whether or not the Civil Aeronautics Authority at that time 
had the power to construct this airport, the Washington National 
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Airport, under this general authorization, was specifically ruled on by 
the Comptroller General in his opinion of October 12, 1938. He 
advised the Chairman of the then Civil Aeronautics Authority that this 
legislation constituted authority for construction of the Washington 
National Airport. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, October 12, 1938. 
CHAIRMAN, Civit AERONAUTICS AUTHORITY. 


Sir: I have your letter of September 26, 1938, signed, also, by the Administrator 
of the Civil Aeronautics Authority, as follows: 


[Here is quoted letter from Civil Aeronautics Authority, dated 
September 26, 1938, addressed to the Acting Comptroller General and 
signed by Mr. Noble, chairman, and Mr. Hester, Administrator.] 

The letter presents two questions: First, whether under the provisions of 
section 201 of the Public Works Administration Appropriation Act of 1938 the 
Federal Emergency Administrator of Public Works is authorized to make an 
allotment to the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Authority to be used in 
connection with the establishment of an airport for the District of Columbia; 
second, whether in the event such an allotment is authorized and made, the funds 
so allotted would be available for the acquisition of such additional land as may 
be required as a site for such airport. 

I am not authorized to decide the first of these two questions at your request 
because unless and until the Federal Emergeney Administrator of Public Works 
makes an allotment to the Civil Aeronauties Authority or the Administrator 
thereof, there is not involved an expenditure to be made by you or under your 
direction. With respect to that question, however, attention is invited to the 
fact that the authority granted under section 201 (c) to make allotments to Fed- 
eral agencies for Federal construction projects is specifically limited to projects 
“outside the District of Columbia,” and there is at least doubt whether, in view 
of the fact that the proposed airport is for the District of Columbia, and the 
further fact that the greater portion of the site therefor would be within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the allotment of funds appropriated by said section 201 for 
any construction work in connection with such a project would not contravene 
the intent, if not the letter, of the limitation specifically prescribed in said section. 
Note, also subsection (h) of said section which provides— 

“No Federal construction project, except flood control and water conservation 
or utilization projects now under actual construction, shall be undertaken or prose- 
cuted under the appropriation in this title unless and until there shall have been 
allocated and irrevocably set aside Federal funds sufficient for its completion; 
* * *?? 

However, in the event it could be held the proposed allotment is authorized by 
law and the Federal Emergeney Administrator of Public Works should make the 
allotment to the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Authority, the answer to 
your second question would be dependent upon whether the project for which the 
allotment is made is a project authorized by law within the purview of section 
201 (ec) (1) and, if so, whether the proviso in section 302 (a) of the Civil Aero- 
nauties Act of 1938, approved June 23, 1938 (Public No. 706), which reads: ‘That 
the Administrator shall not acquire any airport by purchase or condemnation” 
would preclude the use of any part of the amount so allotted from being expended 
for the acquisition of land. 

If the project here involved is to be regarded as a project “for the enlargement, 
extension, or remodeling of existing Federal plants, institutions, or facilities’’ 
within the purview of section 201 (ce) (2), then the use of anv part of the funds for 
the acquisition of land would be precluded by section 3736, Revised Statutes, 
which prohibits the purchase of land except ‘under a law authorizing such pur- 
chase,”’ because projects under section 201 (ce) (2) do not include acquisition of 
sites as do projects under section 201 (e) (1), (ce) (3), and (e) (4). However, 
if this project is more properly for classifving under section 201 (ce) (1) than under 
section 201 (ce) (2), then said section 3736, Revised Statutes, would not preclude 
the purchase of land to be used as a part of the site because of the specific au- 
thorization in section 201 (ce) (1) ‘for the acquisition of land for sites for such 
authorized projects,’’ and there would be for consideration only the inhibition in 
section 302 (a) of the Civil Aeronauties Act of 1938 against the acquisition of 
“‘any airport by purchase or condemnation.” 
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While there is no law specifically authorizing the establishment of the particular 
airport here proposed to be established, section 302 (a) of the Civil Aeronauties 
Act of 1938 does specifically empower the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics 
Authority “to designate and establish civil airways and, within the limits of 
available appropriations made by the Congress, (1) to acquire, establish, operate, 
and maintain along such airways all necessary air navigation facilities,’ and said 
act defines air navigation facility as “including landing areas’ and defines landing 
area as “including airports.’”’ Hence, it would appear that a project involved 
in the establishment of an airport reasonably may be regarded as a project au- 
thorized by law within the purview of section 201 (c) (1) of the Public Works 
Administration Appropriation Act of 1938, rather than as a project under section 
201 (ce) (2) of such act, and section 201 (ce) (1) provides specifically ‘‘for the acquisi- 
tion of land for sites for such authorized projects.”” There may be noted, also, 
in this connection, that the appropriation made by the Congress for the establish- 
ment of additional aids to air navigation (act of April 27, 1938, Publie No. 495), 
and which appropriation was transferred to the Civil Aeronautics Authority by 
section 203 (b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, contains a provision for the 
acquisition of the necessary sites. 

With respect to the inhibition in section 302 (a) of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938 against the acquisition of “any airport by purchase or condemnation,” 
it appears from the legislative history of the enactment that this provision was 
inserted in the bill at the time the authority proposed to be given the Adminis- 
trator to establish, operate, and maintain necessary air navigation facilities was 
enlarged so as to empower him to acquire, establish, operate, and maintain such 
facilities; and, with respect to this change, the following statement appears on 
page 67 of the conference report (H. Rept. 2635), submitted June 7, 1938: 
“This will authorize the Administrator, in the event that facilities have been or 
may be established by others, to purchase or otherwise acquire such facilities 
where desirable.’ This tends to support the view expressed in your letter, 
supra, to the effect that the inhibition was intended to apply only to the aequisi- 
tion of airports that had been established by others and not to the acquisition 
of lands for use as sites for airports to be established by the Administrator. 

Accordingly, I have to advise that if the Federal Emergency Administrator 
of Publie Works is authorized under the provisions of section 201 of the Public 
Works Administration Appropriation Act of 1938 to make an allotment to the 
Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Authority for the project here involved, 
and does make such an allotment, the funds so allotted would be available for 
the acquisition of such land as it may be necessary to acquire as a site for the 
construction project. 

Respectfully, 
R. N. Evviort, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


SCOPE OF AUTHORITY 


Senator HotLtanp. You do not mean that airport alone, but any 
airport which the Civil Aeronautics Authority wanted to establish 
anywhere in the Nation; is that it? 

Mr. Boye. So long as it was—— 

Senator HoLuanp. There is no mention made in what you quoted 
of the Washington airport; it is general language. 

Mr. Boye. That airport is not specifically mentioned in the law. 

Senator Hotuanp. Then if your interpretation is correct it was 
unnecessary for Congress to consider this matter in 1950 when 8S. 456 
was passed authorizing the setting up of a new airport there to cost 
$14 million. 

Mr. Boyte. I believe it was necessary. The letter of transmittal 
from the Secretary of Commerce which is printed in the hearings before 
the subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
of the House of Representatives, on pages 5, 6, and 7, contains a 
paragraph directed specifically to the point which you make. 
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With your permission, I will read it: 


The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, authorizes the Administrator 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration to construct and operate airports. How- 
ever, it is the policy of the President to seek specific authorization in instances 
involving the construction of a major metropolitan airport; and, in addition, 
special legislation is required to authorize the Administrator to operate the airport 
as a business enterprise insofar as practical on a paying basis. Consequently, 
the attached legislation is required to permit a proper answer to the problem of 
providing additional terminal airport facilities for Washington, D. C. 

Senator Hotuanp. Then that statement is based on the statement of 
policy of CAA rather than the law? 

Mr. Boy.z. No, sir. Partially on policy and partially in law; be- 
cause of the fact that in order to properly operate the airport, as 
stated here, on a paying basis, we need specific legislative authority 
in order to provide for the operation of the airport as a business. 


QUESTION OF ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION 


Senator HoLuanp. But now you are taking this position: that 
once having acted to authorize the construction of a second airport 
and having authorized $14 million for it, that appropriations beyond 
that do not require authorization of Congress because there is general 
authority existing under the Civil Aeronautics Act which covers the 
matter. Is that your position? 

Mr. Boyue. No, Senator. 

Senator HoLttanp. How do you evade the question of seeking 
nudditional authorization beyond the $14 million? 

Mr. Boye. There are two points. It seems to me that section 12 
already authorizes additional sums beyond $14 million. 

Even if that were not true, the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
already provides legislative authority which would provide authoriza- 
tion for the additional appropriation. 

Senator HoLtanp. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, you have 
placed in the record already the report of the House committee on 
this matter. 

Chairman Haypen. Yes, the House and Senate committee reports 
relating to the original act. 

Sentor HoLttanp. My understanding was that you said that there 
was a second section in the Civil Aeronautics Act beyond the general 
one which you have already read which covered this matter. 

Mr. Boyue. No; it is all in section 302. 

What I meant to say was that the definition of air navigation facii- 
ties is in a separate section of the statute. 

In order to see that the definition of the term “air navigation facili- 
ties” includes airports, it is necessary to refer to another section. 

Senator HoLLanp. What you meant to say was that the general 
authorization contained in section 302 for the acquisition, establish- 
ment, and improvement of air navigation facilities, plus the definition 
of air navigation facilities as contained in section 1, cover this situation? 

Mr. Boyte. Yes, sir. 


IMPACT ON COMMUNITY 


Senator HoLutanp. You understand, of course, do you not, that the 
establishment of a minimum one-runway system for the handling of 
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initial overflow of commercial air movement has a much ‘smaller 
impact upon the community involved than the establishment of a very 
large airport with parallel runways and with probably cross-runways 
with the additional facilities that would be required for that much 
larger airport? 

Mr. Boyur. I agree, Senator. 

I should point out that the only place in the hearing where the 
figure of $14 million is mentioned, which appears on page 141 of the 
House committee report, I previously referred to, that same statement 
by the then Administrator, Mr. Rentzel, specifically states that while 
the original estimate of $14 million would cover this minimum facility, 
the total expenditure might run as high as $24 million. 

So that at the time the $14 million was first mentioned, it was 
mentioned in the same breath with the statement that further expendi- 
tures would be required. 

Chairman Haypen. If we have developed the law, then we perhaps 
had better proceed with some of the witnesses who are proponents of 
tle appropriation. 

Is Mr. Milton Arnold here? 

Mr. Arnoup. Yes, Senator. 

Chairman HaypEen. We will be glad to hear from you at this time, 


Ain TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


STATEMENT OF MILTON W. ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT, OPERA- 
TIONS AND ENGINEERING 


SUPPORT OF FUNDS REQUEST 


Mr. ArNoup. | have a short statement and then I will be glad to 
attempt to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Milton W. Arnold, vice president, operations and 
engineering of the Air Transport Association of America. 

| appear here today in behalf of the scheduled airlines of the United 
States, and in particular the 15 carriers presently serving Washington 
through Washington National Airport. 

While the 15 carriers now providing service to the Capital are in 
favor of the Burke Airport, in the interest of greater service to the 
community and the Nation, every airline and every individual in this 
Nation interested in better service has a stake here. 

I appear before your committee today in support of the request for 
funds for immediate construction of an airport at Burke, Va., under 
Public Law 762. Public Law 762 was passed by the Congress in 1950. 
It had the foresight to predict then the coming air-transportation 
crisis that now faces this city, the seat of our Government. $1 million 
was appropriated for land acquisition. 

In 1952 the Congress saw fit to deny a request for further moneys. 
Planning for the airport was a masterpiece of technical, aeronautical, 
and engineering know-how. 

Prior to the site selection it was also the best kept secret in the 
Government. Everything had been done except to inform the people. 

So in 1952, led by residents in the area, the further development of 
the airport came to a halt. 
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HEARINGS ON SITE SELECTION 


Many solutions to the need for additional air facilities were pro- 
posed and rejected, for one reason or another, in the last few years. 
Finally, the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
in a bipartisan approach to the problem, instituted hearings in 
August 1955. The best advice of the Government and industry was 
sought and given. The need of 1950 was now the problem of 1955. 

The hearings of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee resulted in the conclusion that after considering every 
alternate proposal, the Burke, Va., site was the best and construction 
should commence at once. 


URGENCY FOR ACTION 


With the catalyst provided by the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee and action by the executive branch, the proper 
solution, in our opinion, is now before you. The urgency for action 
can best be illustrated by a few figures. 

When we appeared before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee in August 1955, the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion estimated that 4 million passengers would arrive and depart 
Washington by air in 1960 and 7 million by 1965. 

Yet in the 12 months just past, 3,767,616 passengers we know were 
carried and 1 carrier’s figures are not included. So the 4 million fig- 
ure will be reached in 1957, 3 years ahead of last August’s best esti- 
mates. 

IMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Next to Chicago and New York, Washington is the third busiest air- 
line airport in the world, and the smallest. Last year 242,000 landings 
and takeoffs were made from its 770-acre plant. 

Idlewild, with its 5,400 acre plant, although expanding fast, is not 
as busy. 

With only two avenues of approach from the north and south, no 
other airport in the world is so completely surrounded by residences 
and important Government buildings. It is an outstanding DC-3 air- 
port in the jet age. 

We don’t come before you with an unsound proposition. The air- 
lines, as users, pay for the use of public airports. At National Airport 
the Government takes in more revenue than its puts out. We intend, as 
we do everywhere else, to pay our way at the Burke Airport. 

Washington’s problem is a national problem. The Congress, recog- 
nizing this for every other community in the land has, through the 
Federal-aid to airports project, met this challenge of the growing avia- 
tion industry. 

But Washington alone because of its unique charter, is unable to 
meet this civic problem without the aid of Congress. 

This week’s issue of U. S. News & World Report, of July 13, 1956, 
has an article that tells part of our story more eloquently than I can. 
We are paying the price of underestimating in the past public accept- 
ance of the on as part of the American way of life. 

They, the public, come here to see you, the agencies of Government 
with whom we deal, the historic spots of interest. They are everybody. 
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Little businessmen, servicemen on leave, stenographers on the way 
home for a visit, men on our Government’s business, They are the 
ones who have fooled the expert guessers. They have accepted travel 
by air. 

It is important that we, the Nation that invented the airplane, show 
that we can keep up with it, and the progress it has fostered. 


USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Chairman Haypen. I would like to inquire about the use as an 
alternative, temporary, or permanently, of the Friendship Airport in 
Baltimore. What is your opinion of that? 

Mr. Arnorp. I think, Mr. Chairman, the problem is one which can 
be answered this way: There are 9 of the 15 air carriers that operate 
that operation into Washington Airport presently operating at Friend- 
ship. 

If there was any human way in the problem of serving the public 
of accepting Friendship as an adequate s second airport for the city of 
Washington, the metropolitan area, it would not be anything, but 
good sound business to assume that cost and not to spread the addi- 
tional cost of another airport. 

The city of Washington is the most unique position of any city in 
this country and robably i in the world, for short-haul travel; includ- 
ing rail, bus, and air, the average passenger, over 58 percent travel 
less than 300 miles. Chicago has an aver age of approximately 43 
percent. St. Louis has a percentage of 38 percent. 


PROBLEM OF TIME AND TRAVEL 


Now, the problem is a matter of time and travel. That is the only 
problem. 

The second problem is that we believe that the Baltimore Airport 
will serve sufficiently the needs of the city of Baltimore. It is primar- 
ily time and distance. 

I have checked it several times, and I believe it was reported last 
night on television of another check that was made of a time period. 
Of peak hours today, from the Statler Hotel, if you break a few speed 
laws, you can get there in 48 minutes. Now, if there was any way 
we could induce the traveling public to ride 55 minutes to 1 hour and 
15 minutes on a bus and then travel an hour and a half by air, then 
Friendship would be satisfactory, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypven. Now, as compared to getting to Friendship, how 
long will it take to get out to Burke? 

Mr. Arnotp. Thirty-one minutes. That is using the present road. 
I doubt if very many people know how to get to Burke in the first 
place, with the present road system. It is a rather remote setup. 

Now, we have estimated it will take between 23 and 28 minutes to 
get to Burke with the access road through Shirley Highway. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, can I add one other point ? 

There is also a very substantial problem in the movement of pas- 
sengers between the two airports. It will be less than 15 minutes be- 
tween the present Washington National and Burke. There will not be 
the problem of going through the metropolitan area. 
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In order to move passengers and connections between Friendship 
and Washington, it is very difficult to avoid the city of Washington. 
You have to go around the northwest side or around the southeast side. 
and it is a difficult problem of motion. 

Senator Thre. Mr. Chairman, I have a question and that question 
would be: 

ASSIGN MENT OF CERTAIN AIRLINES TO BURKE 


How would you propose, or what recommendation would you have, 
so far as the use of the National and the Burke Airport? What air- 
lines could be assigned to the National, and what to the Burke, in your 
opinion ? 

Mr. Arnotp. Senator Thye, the present method of operating is a free 
enterprise. Namely, it is not an assignment problem any more than 
it isan assignment at Idlewild. 

The problem is that if cariers desire to expand service they must 
forego the use of Washington National or move into the Burke area 
airport. 

ASSIGNMENT OF GATES 


Also there is the problem of the assignment of gates. In this in- 
stance the Government of the United States, namely, the Administra- 
tor, through the act, has complete control. 

Consequently, he determines as to what facilities are available. 

Sanneiibe, there is the problem of competition. One carrier moves 
there and in order to provide competitive service the other carriers 
move. 

In addition to the problem of crowded facilities, Senator, that is the 
way it operates in every city I know of today. 

Senator Tuyr. But in your opinion and recommendation, would you 
anticipate that certain airlines would be assigned to the National and 
certain airlines assigned to Burke ? 

Mr. Arnoip. Senator, I do not like the word “assigned” in this 
instance. 

Senator Tuyr. They would have to be because it would not be on 
their decision as to what airport they were going to land in. They 
would have to be declared as coming in to Burke or coming in to 
National. 

I am one that is in complete support for Burke. So I get off on the 
level that I think you are standing on. But I was asking you the ques- 
tion as to how you would anticipate that the airlines would be man- 
aged or handled when you have to split between two airports. 

Mr. Arnowp. Senator, this is the way I think it would work: For 
example, American Airlines operates into all three airports in the city 
of New York. I would assume that an operator like Allegheny, a 
short operator, would remain at Washington National or move com- 
pletely at Burke because of their limited number of flights. 


LONG HAULS AT BURKE 


Senator Magnuson. What happens usually is that the long hauls 
eo to Burke and the short hauls would try to stay at National as much 
as they could. 
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Mr. Arnotp. That is rgiht. It is the same way in LaGuardia. That 
is primarily a short-haul airport. You have some long-service hauls 
also. 

Senator Macnuson. You generally have, but that is generally the 
way they split up. That is what happened in San Francisco. That 
is what happened in my town of Seattle. 

The feeder lines stay in the close area. On the long hauls a man fly- 
ing 12 hours across country, or something like that, is not too excited 
about 15 or 20 more minutes, to get in, but on the short haul, he is. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT 


Senator ELLENpER. What is the estimated cost of this project ? 

Mr. Arnoitp. My understanding of the complete cost is approxi- 
mately $50 million with the 3 runways and the taxiway layout and 
administration building, the acquisition and grading and utility and 
facilities there. 

Senator Extenper. That means everything? 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes, sir. 

ACCESS ROADS 


Senator ELLENpeR. How about the access roads ? 

Mr. Arnotp. That includes that; it is my understanding. 

Senator ELLeNvER. You mean to and from Washington ? 

Mr. Arnop. No, sir; the access road would run from Shirley High- 
way to the Burke site. 

Senator ELtenper. What would that cost ? 

Mr. Arnoxp. I think that is included. I do not know, Senator. Mr. 


Lowen or the Secretary of Commerce can answer that question. 
Mr. Basnient. $2,132,000, Senator. 


ANALYSIS OF FACILITIES USED BY MATS 


Senator ELtenprer. Has any effort been made to utilize the facili- 
ties now used by MATS next to the airport and probably combine 
Bolling Field and let Navy and MATS move somewhere else? 

Mr. Arnowp. Yes, sir; we have made an analysis of that? 

Senator Exienper. Is that in the record ? 

Mr. ArNoLD. It is in the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee record. 

There are some difficult problems there. To make a long story 
short, it would not increase the capacity of the Washington National 
Airport i in instrument weather. Today you feed Andrews, and Ana- 
costia, Bolling and Washington National out of the same area. 

(The analysis referred to follows :) 

JULY 12, 1956. 
Hon. FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 


United States Senate, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PAYNE: Attached is an evaluation of the limited usefulness of 
Bolling and Anacostia Fields should they be turned over to civil aviation. We 
trust that this will be helpful to you in connection with the Washington airport 
problem. 

Yours very truly, 
MILTON W. ARNOLD, 
Vice President, Operations and Engineering. 
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EVALUATION OF CIvIL USE OF BOLLING/ANACOSTIA 


AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL PROBLEMS 


Bolling and Anacostia Fields are separated from Washington National by the 
width of the Potomac River. Washington National has the following facilities 
for accomplishing instrument approach letdowns into the airport: 

(1) low frequency radio range 

(2) ground control approach radar 

(3) ILS (instrument landing system) 

(4) TVOR (terminal very high frequency radio range) 

(5) Automatic direction finder instrument approach procedures from the 
Riverdale beacon, the Georgetown beacon, and the Washington low frequency 
radio range. 

The only published approach for instrument operations for Bolling and Ana- 
costia is the Washington low frequency radio range. 

Examples of minimums (height of ceiling or cloud) followed by the lowest 
visibility utilized for civil air carrier operation into Washington National is 
hereby listed : 

(1) The low frequency radio range: 

Straight in to runways 33 or 36; 400/1; all aircraft. 

Straight in to runway 3; 500/1; all aircraft. 

Circling minimums, 600/1 for two-engine equipment and 600/1% for 4- 
engine equipment. 

(2) Ground control approach radar: 

Straight in to runway 36; 200/14. 

Circling for 2-engine equipment 600/1 and 600/114 for 4-engine equipment. 

(3) ILS: 

200/14 for straight in approach to runway 36. 

Circling 600/1 for 2-engine equipment and 600/1% for 4-engine equipment. 

(4) TVOR: 

For straight in approach to runway 36; 400/1. 

For straight in approach to runways 3, 15, 18, and 33 the minimums are 
500/1. 

For runway 21 minimus are 700/1. 

The circling minimums on approaches toward runways 36, 3, 15, 18, and 
33 they are 600/1 for 2-engine equipment and 600/114 for 4-engine equipment. 

The circling minimums are increased for runway 21 to 700/1 for 2-engine 
equipment and 700/1% for 4-engine equipment. 

(5) Automatic direction finder instrument approach procedures: 

The automatic direction finder approaches are numbered 1, 2, and 3. 

ADF No. 1 straight in to runway 21, minimums are 800/2. 

ADF No. 2 for approaches to runways 32 or 36 they are 400/1. 

On this same approach if runway 3 is used, the minimums are increased 
to 500/1. 

If circling is required to another runway, minimums must be 600/1 for 
2-engine equipment and 600/114 for 4-engine equipment. 

When ADF No. 3 approach is used to runways 15 and 18, minimums are 
900/1 for straight in approach. 

If circling is required, minimums are 900/1 for 2-engine equipment or 
900/114 for 4-engine equipment. 

Minimums for Bolling Air Force Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station are 
6000/1 for daytime approaches and 600/2 for nighttime approaches. 

It should be noted that Washington ILS, GCA, TVOR, low frequency radio 
range approaches and some ADF approaches are all lower than the minimums 
for the military fields. With the exception of the low frequency radio range 
and a small nondirectional radio beacon for Bolling Field, no special facilities 
are provided for precision instrument approaches to these two airports. 

secause of the proximity of Bolling and Anacostia to Washington National, 
instrument approaches by military aircraft virtually cease and military aircraft 
destined for Washington use Andrews AFB. It must be understood that for 
all intent purposes these three airports are but one in the airspace. In instru- 
ment weather aircraft destined for Washington National, Bolling or Anacostia 
must use the same holding stacks and feeding points, approach paths, ete., for 
letdown into this highly congested area. 

Should consideration ever be given to turning over Bolling and Anacostia 
to civil use, the only gain that could be achieved would be some slight in- 
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crease in flights in good weather. As mentioned previously, the three airports 
must be considered as one in bad weather and, consequently, the rate of ac- 
ceptance of aircraft making instrument landings would be the same as though 
it were one airport. In good weather conditions Washington National often han- 
dles 60 operations per hour. In bad weather the rate decreases to 40 or less. 
This includes all operations under these conditions into Bolling, Anacostia 
and Washington National. It should be emphasized that what is required is 
not further crowding of the airspace over Washington, Alexandria and Arling- 
ton. This could occur in good weather conditions and bad weather conditions. 
Because the three fields must be handled as one, no improvement in handling 
capacity for the Washington area would be derived. For example, last year when 
the weather was below 1500/3, Bolling and Anacostia only accounted for 1,040 
instrument approaches. 

In considering the different minimums between Bolling and Anacostia as 
compared to Washington National, it can be seen that with the higher minimums 
for the two military fields that an unbalanced situation could occur because the 
minimums are not the same. In other words, an aircraft that could make an 
ILS approach to Washington National with the ceiling and visibility at 200/% 
could successfully land at National, whereas another aircraft under the same 
weather conditions destined for Bolling and Anacostia would be unable to 
and at these fields until such time as the weather conditions improved to a 600- 
foot ceiling and 1 mile visibility. 

We, therefore, conclude that there would be no improvement and only chaos 
in bad weather which occurs 15 percent to 20 percent of the time. 


PASSENGER HANDLING PROBLEMS 


Although there would be an increase in capacity in good weather conditions, a 
problem arises in attempting to exchange passengers across the river. This 
means bucking automobile traffic over the existing bridge system. 


balance this problem of exchanging passe! gers, 
this. 


To counter- 
use of a ferry could minimize 
Possibly the construction of a bridge across the river in the vicinity of the 
airport might also assist in correcting this defect. The 
handling deficiency in this whole scheme, however 
ance 


most serious passenger 
. is engendered by the imbal- 
created by the difference in minimums outlined above under air-traffic- 
control problems, and the fact that the three airports would have to operate as 
one, under instrument controls. This would mean that many passengers on 
flights scheduled into Bolling or Anacostia would be unable to land in bad 
weather conditions and, therefore, miss connections or their destination 
altogether. 

What is really required in a solution to the Washington coterminal problem 
is the location of a second airport to the west of Washington National with easy 
access by road with full and complete capabilities for the handling of aircraft 
under all weather conditions without interference with Washington National 
trafiic. The Burke site selected by the Department of Commerce fulfills all of 
these requirements. The present airport and the proposed airport are properly 
separated for this purpose and instrument approach procedures for the new air- 
port have been carefully designed by the Technical Development Evaluation Cen- 
ter of the CAA to accomplish unrestricted flow into both facilities. In conclusion, 
it should be noted that the Air Force itself has decided, because of the limited 
capacity of Bolling Field, to phase out all flight operations from this base and 
relocate them at Andrews Air Force Base. It thus appears to us that no finer 
professional evaluation of the limited capabilities of Bolling is needed. 


Senator ELLenper. Yes; but having a different airfield to land would 
not facilitate matters ? 

Mr. Arnoip. No, sir; not in instrument conditions. They are so 
close together that they do not have that separate airspace, whereas 


you will feed into the Burke site from individually located facilities 
and holding points. 


80579—56——_9 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CONTRIBUTION 


Senator ELienper. Now, how much of the cost of this facility will 
be borne by the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Arno. It is my understanding of it, none, sir. 

Senator E.tenper. Why should not the District bear the cost the 
same as the States on all other airports built within the United States ’ 

Mr. Arnovp. Sir, I think that the city of Washington is a unique 
place and it is an unusual city, to say the least. 

Senator Exnenper. It is unusual in getting a lot of things that the 
taxpayers all over the country pay for, I can assure you that. 

The residents here benefit a lot; do they not ? 

Mr. Arnotp. No, sir. I am an individual who is going to move to 
Virginia because of the taxload in this situation. I believe a recent 
article in the U. S. News & World Report showed that very vividly; 
namely, 48 percent of the area is taxable, 52 percent is occupied, non- 
taxable value. 

Senator Eiitenper. As you know, in all States the bill is shared to 
build those facilities. In my State we have to pay our share to build 
any facility we erect there. 

The National Airport here was built by money from the taxpayers, 
the whole cost was borne by the taxpayers from all over the country 
and why should not the residents of Washington at least bear part 
of this cost because it is for the benefit not only of Virginia, as you 
put it, but also the city of Washington, the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Arnotp. Senator, do you think that the airport is primarily—— 

Senator ELLenprEr. I am asking you. 

Mr. Arnoxp. I do not think so; no, sir. 

Senator Eirenper. You donot think so? 

Mr. Arnon. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenperR. Are you a resident of Washington ? 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PROPERTY TAXES 


Mr. Arnorp. I am, sir, and I pay taxes here, and property taxes, 
and have nothing to say about it, neither do I have a vote. 

My taxes last year were increased 150 percent without any notice 
or anything else. 

Senator Eirenper. With all of that, though, your taxes are much 
lower than what I pay in my own State, on the same property. 

Mr. Arnon. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Eittenper. I do know. We pay municipal, we pay parish, 
State, and Federal Government taxes. The taxes here are much lower 
than they are in my State. 

Your income taxes are much lower than many States. I do not 
know many States that have, in fact, I do not know any, that have 
much lower than the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Arnoxp. I know of several States that have no income taxes. 

Senator E.ttenper. I am talking about taxes as a whole. That is 
what Iam talking about. 

That isall, Mr. Chairman. 
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COMPLETED COST OF PROJECT 


Senator HoLtanp. According to your information, then, the com- 
pleted cost of this project will be substanti: ally as stated in the esti- 
mate oftheCAA. They stated something over $48 million. 

You understand it will be : approximately $ 350 million ¢ 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes, sir. Yes, sir; I understand approximately $4& 
million, we use the round figure of $50 million. 


TIME REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Hottanp. How long will it take to make this airport op- 
erate from the time that construction starts, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Arnoip. Senator, if the land is acquired this year it would be 
late 1958 or part of 1959 before you could operate one airplane there. 
Senator HoLLtanp. My attention was distracted. Late 1958 or 1959 ¢ 

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotxianp. I note that the supplemental budget estimate 
says that if construction can be started in the last half of the calendar 
year 1956 and if it can be completed on schedule, it will be available 
in 1959. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes. 

Senator HoLLanp. That would mean 3 years of construction even as 
the schedule has it ? 

Mr. Arnoxp. I think that is a fair statement, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, now, that makes it very clear that we 
are not talking about any immediate relief. You understand that ‘ 


INTERIM RELIEF MEASURES 


Senator Hottanp. And we understand in the meantime there has 
to be furnished some interim relief. 

Now, what objection could there be to have a little time to see 
whether the various measures of interim relief meet the situation such 
as use of Friendship, such as displacement of MATS over across the 
water or even to Andrews Field, and any other measures, temporary 
measures? They are going to have to be used anyway, are they not ‘ 

Mr. Arnortp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What objection is there on your part to giving 
some time to see how adequate those temporary measures — 

Mr. ArNoup. Senator, it is not any objection. The Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration and the Secretary of Commerce and the air- 
lines cooperating with them have been working on this problem for 
5 years; namely, to improve the capacity of Washington National 
Airport and the airspace. 

I can go into detail as to what measures have been accomplished 
if you care to. 

Senator Hotianp. I understand that because I am chairman of the 
subcommittee which seeks to appropriate fully for these activities and 
we try to do it. 

The thing T am trying to understand is why the rush when it is 
admitted that there have to be some years or use, of temporary expe 
dients and when nobody knows now how satisfactory those temporary 
expedients are going to prove to be. 
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INADEQUACY OF AUTHORIZATION 


Now, why rush into this thing when the authorization is confessedly 
snadequate, when there is a question of the propriety of the $34 mil- 
lion appropriation requested, when there is full knowledge that these 
temporary expedients have to be employed anyhow and when there 
has been very little showing of any willingness to make use of the 
temporary expedients ? 

For instance, MATS has not adapted itself as yet, so far as I am 
advised, to the recommendation twice made by Appropriations Com- 
mittees, last year and this year, that they be displaced from the very 
sizable portion of the National Airport which they are now occupying 
and that is just one illustration of the unwillingness and delay in try- 
ing out any of the temporary expedients. 

Now, why are you unwilling to give some time for those temporary 
expedients to either display their inadequacy or to show that they are 
adequate ? 

Mr. Arnotp. Senator Holland, I cannot agree that there has not 
been an attempt. I do not know how a better attempt or more com- 
plete study could be accomplished in obtaining maximum capacity. 

If MATS were displaced completely tomorrow from Washington 
and Anacostia and Bolling, if you took a bulldozer over there ‘and 
leveled Anacostia and Bolling, it would not increase one-half of 1 


percent the capacity of Washington National Airport under instru- 
ment conditions, sir. 


Senator Torr. Why? 

Senator Magnuson. Because of the airspace above ? 

Senator Tuyr. Your airspace above has been vacated by MATS? 

Senator Magnuson. No, sir; they are not moving out of the air- 
space. 

Senator Ture. Why could they not be transferred to Friendship ? 


Senator Maenvson. It is all right with me if you abolish MATS 
completely. But they are there. 


Senator Ture. The questions is simply this: 

In the event they were vacated from the area and there was no 
flying on their part and if they were operating out of an airport such 
as Friendship, certainly you would have taken them out of the area 


and the air density would be lessened by the number of planes that 
MATS sends out. 


Senator Magnuson. That is correct. 


Mr. Roruscnixp. Senator, under instrument conditions today Boll- 
ing does not operate. 


OPERATIONS OF MATS INTO NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Arnotp. Last year MATS operated less than 1,200 operations 
during the year into this airport. The total was 242,000. 

So I ask, what percentage is that ? 

Senator Extenver. It does not mean that more could not? 

Mr. Arnotp. That is less than 1 percent. 


Senator E.ienper. It does not mean that more planes could not 
land there just because 1,200 landed. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF CAA FACILITIES ELSEW HERE 


P Mr. Chairman, I would like to have a thumbnail sketch for the 
e record of how facilities are built through CAA in other parts of the 
e country and what the contributions are by those. 
e Senator MaGnuson (presiding). We can get that. 
(The information referred to appears on pp. 148-149.) 

n Senator Hotianp. I am sorry I have to leave. The chairman has 
‘ told me that the supplemental bill is up on the floor. It has some 
7 matters that will require by presence. I do want the right to complete 
y my cross-examination of Mr. Arnold and to question other witnesses, 
: since I have been trying to get clear on this subject. 

IT am sorry. 
7 Apparently the leadership has insisted on calling up this supple- 
, mental bill at this time. 


So I ask that my right to cross-examine be preserved. 

Senator Macnuson. We will recess until 2 o’clock. 

We will hear all witnesses this afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 11 a. m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
| at 2 p. m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SEsston—2 P. M. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON W. ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT, OPERA- 
TIONS AND ENGINEERING, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICA—Resumed 


JONES POINT BRIDGE PROJECT 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Holland, I believe you wanted to ask General Arnold some 
questions. 

Senator Hotianp. Yes, sir. 


Senator Hoitianp. Mr. Arnold—is it General Arnold, or Mr. 
Arnold? 

Mr. Arnotp. Mr. Arnold. 

Senator HoLLtanp. You used to be a general ¢ 

Mr. Arnowp. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLtanp. General, has anybody called your attention to 
the fact that the Jones Bridge will be built in the near future, will 
bring much closer tegether the National Airport and the Friendship 
Airport on a time basis, without a traveler having to go through the 
city of Washington ¢ 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes, sir, Senator; I am familiar with the Jones-Bridge 
project. That would take care of part of the congestion that exists 
today in the city. 

It will minimize the time, but I do not think it cuts the distance 


from the overall movement of people from Washington National to 
Friendship. 

. But it still will make it, even in the off-peak times, 50 minutes or 

j more from Washington to Friendship with the Jones Bridge, I be- 


heve, Senator. 
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USE OF HELICOPTERS 


Senator Hotianp. I believe that in the group of airports at New 
York helicopter service is used to go back and forth; is that correct ? 

Mr. Arnowp. Yes, sir. There is also at Los Angeles and at Chicago, 
Senator. 

Senator Horianp. Would that be practicable here ? 

Mr. Arnoxp. I believe that is best answered in a statement by Mr. 
Littlewood in regard to helicopters which he made several years ago. 
I can get that out, but very pointedly. our feeling on the problem is 
that it is a mass matter. 

I think that the helicopter does a marvelous job of moving a limited 
number of people, but we would still have the problem of loading bag- 
gage into the helicopter and then transmitting that baggage back. 

Today the helicopters are running 8 to 10 passengers. The Air 
Force and the Army are developing multiengine ones, but they are still 
considered by the Civil Aeronautics Board, I believe, and the CAA 
as an experiment which needs further development. 


HELICOPTER SERVICE TO FRIENDSITIP 


Senator Hotianp. In the event we were trying one experiment 
which looks like we will have to try for a while anyway, that is the use 
of Friendship in conjunction with the National, how would you feel 
towards cooperating likewise in an experiment on the interchange of 
passengers and baggage by helicopter? 

Mr. Arnotp. I think the primary problem is the matter of cost of 
moving a considerable number of people and baggage by helicopter, 
Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. Is it working out successfully in New York? 

Mr. Arnotp. Yes, sir; it is working out successfully with consider- 
able cost problems. I believe that several of the local service airlines 
and one of the trunk airlines have attempted the use of present-type 
helicopters which would be similar to the type of operation here and 
it is found that the cost is sufficiently high to maintain it in a rather 
exclusive bracket. 

It has not been able to expand that as a mass market. 

Senator Hottanp. How has it worked out at Los Angeles and 
Chicago? 

COST OF HELICOPTER SERVICE 


Mr. Arnoip. The present rate is 65 cents per ton-mile in the New 
York area. That is the present cost. 

I do not have the figures as to the exact direct cost and the amount 
of subsidy involved in it. I think the particular ticket between Idle- 
wild and Newark or LaGuardia and Newark is $9. Of course, the mass 
market there is much greater than in this area, sir. 

Senator Hotnanp. How about Chicago and Los Angeles? 

Mr. Arnowp. I understand that we have just gotten the O. K. in 
Chicago to carry passengers. It has been primarily the movement of 
mail. I believe that service has been approved by the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board to serve other points and also between O’Hare and 
Midway. 
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SHUTTLE SERVICE BETWEEN DALLAS AND FORT WORTH 


Senator Hotianp. I have been through the Dallas and Fort Worth 
Airports on several occasions. I notice there is a shuttle service back 
and forth that seems to be operating. Is that operating successfully ¢ 

Mr. Arnorp. It is approximately 18 miles in there between the two 
airports. This is approximately 35 miles or 32 miles between the air- 


ports. 


But the problem here is a matter of its being already congested. If 
we increased the number of operations by 30 percent how are we going 
to move these airplanes into Washington National? 

Senator Hotzianp. Of course, if you are moving a good many of 
them out to Friendship you would not have the same degree of con- 
gestion to continue. 

Mr. Arnorp. As I understand it, you are going to move some of 
your operations to Friendship. Then we are going to have a shuttle 
service between the two. 

Senator Hottanp. I was just asking you about the practicality of 
that. My understanding from your answers this morning and from 
everything I have seen, is that we have to have for a period of a few 
years, the use of temporary expedients, one of which will be the use 
of the Friendship airport. 


DESIGNATION OF FRIENDSHIP AS JOINT AIRPORT 


Am I correct in my recollection that the CAA designated Friend- 
ship Airport as a joint airport here to handle Washington business 
just a few days ago? 

Mr. Arnoxp. If it did, sir, I believe it would have to be the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. That would be a coterminal problem. 

I do not know whether they did, or not. 

Senator Hottanp. Am I correct in that understanding that they 
have taken that action or moving toward that action? 


Civiz Arronautics ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION 


REQUESTED CAB ACTION 


Mr. Roruscuiip. Secretary Weeks requested in writing of the Civil 
Aeronautics Board that it consider in case there would be this overload- 
ing at Washington, that it consider naming Friendship as an alternate 
to Washington on a temporary basis. 

Senator Hotianp. There is no question, is there, Mr. Rothschild. 
about the overloading at Washington Airport / 

Mr. Roruscurip. Senator, I would like to point out that not now, 
or any time in the future, will Washington National or any other air- 
port in the United States be operated at a capacity beyond its safety 
limits. That may mean, and does mean, that some flights will be de- 
layed and some flights will be canceled. , 

But at no time will the airport be operated beyond a safety capacity. 

Senator Hotuanp. Is the Washington National Airport adequate 
to handle present traffic, or not ? 
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Mr. Rornscuixp. It is handling an enormous amount of traffic, sir, 
and handling it safely. . 

Senator Hotzanp. Is it your understanding that for the 3 or 4 years 
that are required to construct another airport, whether it be at Burke 
or elsewhere, that expansion can continue at the present rate and they 
can still handle the traffic safely ? 

Mr. Rornscnitp. That is conjectural, Senator Holland. We do not 
know precisely because we don’t know how much demand will be on 
Washington Airport. 

All of our estimates have been on the underside right along. 

Senator Hotianp. I may be a little bit dense, but my understanding 
has been that CAA and CAB have both been insisting that Washington 
National was not adequate to handle the present traffic or the increase 
for the immediate future. 

And my understanding has been that that is a recognized fact. to 
the extent that you have been wanting MATS to get out of Washing- 
ton National and you have been wanting to clear the deck over at 
Bolling and Anacostia. 

Then if I read correctly this letter from Secretary Weeks to the 
chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, dated July 9, 1956, it indi- 
cates that joint use of the National Airport with the Friendship Air- 
port be immediately made. 

Now, what is the fact of the situation? Who is right and how may 
the committee be accurately informed as to just what the situation is, 
and just what the present needs are ? 

Mr. Rornscnitp. You are correct, sir, in your statement. Wash- 
ington National is constantly handling a larger amount of traffic and 
it is doing so by reason of the fact that the CAA and the airlines which 
use Washington National have each year come up with some method 
by which a few more planes can be handled and a few more flights 
accommodated. 


Now, perhaps that will continue and as rapidly as the growth in 
aviation and perhaps it will not. 

We do know definitely that Washington National will not handle 
jet airplanes and we do know that jet airplanes will be flying in 1959, 
Senator. 

Senator Hottanp. Now, do you stand back of the letter written by 
your superior, Secretary of Commerce Weeks, dated July 9, suggest- 
ing to Mr. James Durfee, the chairman of the CAB, that joint use be 
made of the National Airport at Washington and the International 
Friendship Airport as the terminus here in the Washington area? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Of course I stand back of everything that Mr. 
Weeks writes, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. I would like to have your testimony stand back 
of his position, also, if that would not be asking too much. 


EXCERPT FROM LETTER OF SECRETARY WEEKS 


Mr. Rornscuitp. If I may read the third paragraph of the letter, 
which says: 


It is probable that in this construction period schedule of airlines plus arrival 
and departure of private business and certain military aircraft at Washington 
National Airport will tend to overload the capacity of this airport. If this should 
occur it would be well in my judgment for the CAB to exercise the authority 








granted in section 404 (a) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 by diverting the 
additional excess traffic to Friendship International in nearby Maryland until 
such facilities are available here. 
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Senator Hottanp. Would you read the next two paragraphs, also? 
Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. The next paragraph reads: 
I have before me a communication from Senator Butler of Maryland, bringing 


to our attention the immediate availability of Friendship Airport and urging that 
it be quickly utilized on an interim basis if necessary until such time as a final 
answer to this problem is reached. 


Senator Hotitanpb. The next? 
Mr. Roruscuivp (reading) : 
I concur in this suggestion and my recommendation is that the Board imme- 


diately designate Friendship International Airport as an alternate to Washington 
Airport for excess traffic until the new airport facilities are commissioned for use. 


RECOMMENDATION FOR IMMEDIATE DESIGNATION 


Senator Hotianp. That is a recommendation for immediate desig- 
nation; is it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Immediate designation which would permit it to 
be used as an alternate without delay should the prior condition come 
about, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. You are still supporting the Secretary in his rec- 
ommendation ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. So you are recommending, then, that Friend- 
ship be immediately designated as a satisfactory alternate for the 
National, or as an alternate to Washington National Airport ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. That rather indicates that you feel there is a 
need for an alternate, does it not ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I think it does; yes, sir. 





TRIAL PERIOD FOR EXPEDIENTS 


Senator Hottanp. My whole position in this matter is that if we 
are going to have temporary expedients such as an alternate airport 
at Friendship and such as the possibility of removing MATS out, and 
I have been disappointed that apparently those in official positions 
have so far paid no attention to the recommendations of the Appro- 
priations Committee in that matter, it would seem to me that those 
expedients ought to be really tried out in this period of time that nec- 
essarily must elapse whether the new airport is started or not. 

Is there any unwillingness to try them out ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I believe not, sir. 

General Arnold testified this morning as to the number of flights in 
and out of Washington National, by MATS and that reduced number 
of flights has come about, I believe, sir, by reason of the fact that 
strenuous efforts were made to reduce the utilization of Washington 
National by MATS and there is a lesser utilization of the airport than 
there was. 

Senator Hottanp. I may say we were supplied with that data just 
a few weeks ago when we were handling this same matter in the regu- 
lar appropriation. And there was a small reduction of number of 
flights of MATS from the National Airport and there was a small 
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reduction—it seemed to me that it was 2 or 3 planes—of the number 
of planes stationed at National Airport by MATS. 

But there was not any substantial reduction either of use or of planes 
or troops stationed there. 

It seemed to me that it was a gesture merely rather than any bona 
fide attempt to carry out what was a very serious recommendation. 


TALKS WITH DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Roruscuitp. We have gone further than that, Senator Holland. 
Secretary Weeks addressed a letter to Secretary Wilson some time ago 
in which he suggested further talks and asked Secretary Wilson to 
designate people from the Defense Department to carry on those 
talks. 

Only last week did we receive from the Departmnt of Defense their 
designation of the people who will carry on the talks. We expect to 
start meeting with them just as soon as we possibly can. 

Senator Hotianp. In the meantime, before the talks can commence, 
and before any good can be received that may come out of those talks, 
you want this $34 million appropriation made? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We want the $34 million because Mr. Lowen 
pointed out in his testimony this morning, sir, that if we use Friend- 
ship, as it presently stands with respect to expected growth of Friend- 
ship and the traffic which would be diverted from Washington, it 
would be outgrown by 1960, that if a lot of money were spent on 
Friendship and its capacity thereby increased, it would still be out- 
grown by 1965. 

Senator Hotianp. So that your feeling is that even if Friendship 
is utilized to its maximum extent, that by 1965 a third airport will be 
needed to serve the metropolitan area here ? 

Mr. Roruscuizp. By 1960 if nothing is done to increase the capacity 
of Friendship as it stands today. 

By 1965 Friendship is expanded. But this is no different than is 
going on in the other cities throughout the country, New York has 4 
airports; Chicago has 2 airports. St. Louis is starting a second air- 
port. Three airports at Detroit. 

The same thing is in evidence in every large city in the country. 

Senator Hotzanp. We have heard nothing, though, of Washington, 
Arlington, Chevy Chase, Silver Spring, and the metropolitan here 
making any start in that direction. 

All we hear is the insistent demand that the Federal Government 
shall start a second venture at $50 million without even trying out 
these other devices that are suggested, but that have not been tried out. 


PROPOSED STUDY OF AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


Mr. RoruscuiLp. Concurrently with the report on the selection of a 
site for another airport, the Department of Commerce furnished the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, which had requested 
this report, a report on the economic feasibility of operating not only 
a new airport, but the existing airport under an authority setup. 

The report would indicate that such a possibility exists and the State 
of Virginia has authorized the appointment of an airport commission 
to study such a possibility. 
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I have an appointment with Senator Fenwick, who is the chairman 
of that airport commission, for day after tomorrow at which time we 
shall try to see if there is any basis for such an operation. 


REPORT ON ANDREWS AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. Now, I note that as late as December 1955, less 
than a year ago, the United States Department of Commerce made a 
report on the question of a supplementary airport for Washington, in 


which it recited the various sites that were considered and in which 
its first recommendation and finding is this: 

Andrews Airport comes closest to meeting requirement. 

You are familiar with that report? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. I think the first word is geographic. 

a 3 = “Blas. 

Senator Hottanp. Let us read it all. The report indicates that as 
late as December 1955, which is 7 or 8 months ago, the Department of 
Commerce filed a report that instead of recommending that Burke be 
constructed, simply regarded it as the best outlet. 

Now, I will read the findings with reference to Andrews Airport: 

Geographically, the airport now existing at Andrews Air Force Base is con- 
sidered to be the most desirable site for a second commercial airport to serve the 
Nation’s Capital. Its traffic acceptance rate under instrument conditions with 
additional runways would be equivalent to that of any other possible site. 

Ground transportation travel time is within acceptable limits. The cost of 
necessary modification and development would be less than that for the develop- 
ment of a new airport in any other acceptable location. 

A limiting factor in one respect, of course, is its use by Air Force. Joint use 
night be limited to a degree to both civil and military, but would be feasible for 
many years to come. That is approximately 1980. 

I am still reading from your own report—the report of the Com- 
merece Department. I read that sentence: 

Joint use might be limited to a degree to both civil and military, but would be 
feasible for many years to come, that is approximately 1980. 

On the other hand, a better operation from an air-traffic-control standpoint may 
be had with 2 airports in the Washington area rather than with 3. It is, there- 
fore, recommended that Congress approve a course of action leading to the con- 


struction of facilities at Andrews Field for the purpose of using it jeintly as a 
civil-mHlitary airport. 


Is that still the recommendation of the Commerce Department ‘ 


UNAVAILABILITY OF ANDREWS 


Mr. Roruscump. Following this recommendation, Senator Mon- 
roney’s committee held hearings and it was developed in those hear- 
ings that the Air Force had such plans for Andrews as would utilize 
the full capacity of that field ak therefore, it would not be avail- 
able for any commercial use. 

Senator Hotianp. Has the Congress passed on that matter yet‘ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think there is a report to that effect. 

Senator Ho_uanp. Has the Congress passed on that matter yet‘ 

Mr. Rornscutip. No, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Is there any legislation embodying either that 
recommendation, the finding of that committee, or the recommenda- 
tion of the Department of Commerce, before the Congress? 
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Mr. Roruscuip. In a report by the Interstate and Foreigti Com- 
merce Committee, the way I’read it: there is very definite urging on the 
part of that committee that we adopt the Burke site and come up here 
with this request, which we now have before you. 

Senator Hottanp. Let me ask you this: Has the Department of 
Commerce abandoned its oflicial, lengthy documented, picturized re- 
port of December 1955? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir, but paragraph 2 of that goes on to say 
that Burke is the best alternate. 

Senator Hotitanp. Yes. Let us read that. 


The construction of a Washington supplementary airport at the Burke site 
is considered desirable as a second alternative. Burke will cause less dislocation 
of the existing land-use pattern than that which will result from the use of any 
other new sites considered. 


Ground transportation travel time between Burke and Washington would be 
within reasonable limits and would be the best for any of the new sites. 

An airport with desirable facilities and satisfactory functional arrangement 
ean be developed at reasonable cost at Burke. The area is adequate in size and 
shape for development. Air-traffic-control studies indicate that satisfactory pat- 
terns can be developed without adverse effect on any other airport patterns. 
If the Congress does not agree that joint use at Andrews is desirable and Andrews 
developed to the potential capacity needed for a Washington supplementary air- 
pert, it is recommended that Burke be confirmed as the site for the Washington 


supplementary airport. 

L note you made that recommendation based on this statement, if the 
Congress does not agree that joint use at Andrews is desirable and 
Andrews developed to the potential capacity needed, then the recom- 
mendation is changed. 

Has the Congress declined to agree that joint use at Andrews is 
desirable ? 

Mr. Rorascuitp, The Congress as a whole has not, sir. But may I 
read you from the report from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce? 

Senator Hotitanp. | have that report, dated May 17. 

Mr. Rornscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. I have that report. I am familiar with its terms 
and also with the individual views of various members of the com- 
mittee. 

You are familiar with them, are you not, also? 

Mr. Roruscutrp. Yes. 


AIR DISLANCE BETWEEN NATIONAL AND BURKI 


Senator Hlontanp, Now, one more thing: What is the air distance 
between National Airport and Burke / 

Mr. Roruscuivp. Fourteen miles. 

Senator Tottanp. What is the air distance between National Air- 
port and Andrews? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Nine and a half miles. 

Senator Hotianp. Are the locations of any of the flight control 
lanes such as to make any notable difference from the standpoint of 
security between the locating of the supplemental field at Andrews 
and locating it at Burke. 

Mr. Roruscuip. May I have Mr. Thomas of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration answer that, Senator? 

Senator Hotuanp. Yes. 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID D. THOMAS, DIRECTOR OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL, CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


STUDIES OF SUPPLEMENTARY AIRPORTS 


Mr. THomas. Senator, my name is David D. Thomas, Director, Of- 
fice of Air Traffic Control, Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

There have been considerable studies made of various airport site 
locations to serve as supplementary airports, or additional airports 
for Washington. The Burke site has been studied at Indianapolis at 
our technical development and evaluation center, as well as the An- 
drews site. The traffic patterns have been developed for using either 
site and these studies indicated that there is some superiority in the 
movement of traffic by Andrews rather than Burke. 

However, we have completely studied the Burke site and have de- 
veloped adequate and satisfactory patterns for Burke. 

Senator Hottanp. Then so far as your studies are concerned An- 
drews is certainly as acceptable as Burke and you have just said from 
the air traffic standpoint it may be a little more so; is that correct ? 

Mr. Tuomas. From this viewpoint, sir. Two airports, considering 
Andrews and Washington National as the sole two airports, provided 
more freedom of operation than the three airports—Burke, Andrews, 
and Washington National. The traffic going into and out of Washing- 
ton National must bypass in some manner the traffic going into and 
out of Andrews and Burke, depending on the direction of the flight. 

However, there is more total overall capacity with the three air- 
ports than there would be with the two separate ones. 

Senator Hotxanp. I think that is very clear. I believe that is all, 
Mr, Chairman. 

Chairman Hayven. Are there any further questions, General? Did 
you have anything further you wanted to say ? 

Mr. Arnotp. No, sir; thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask our col- 
league from Oklahoma whether the Air Force has submitted any 
specific official information dealing with the desirability of utilizing 
Andrews Field. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


INTERMIXTURE OF CIVILIAN AND MILITARY AIRCRAFT 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call attention to the 
fact that when hearings were held, the Air Force registered the strong 
est possible opposition to the intermixture of civilian and military air- 
craft. The aircraft they generally use are jets, high-speed craft, 
without the civilian safety factors that are built in even in the jet 
transports. That would be a situation they would object to for the 
safety of the military. 

The civilian side objected to it from the standpoint of safety 
of civilians. In addition, the military said: they would be down 
here early to ask for another parallel runway to handle oniy the 
military traffic; that the proposed extensions tc Andrews would have 
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provided only for a little more rapid handling and turnoff and would 
add no permanent value to the airport. 


Yet it would cost $25 million to ready this airport and still not 
have an auxiliary ora new air facility. 

The testimony from the military side, as I recall, was the strongest 
possible statement against intermixture and against joint use. The 
only way it would appear to be practical in the light of their testi- 
mony would have been for the Congress to order the Air Force to 
give up Andrews. 

Senator Dworsuak. I was going to ask you that question: Whether 
that proposal has been considered. 

Senator Monroney. They say it is so strategically located in the 
defense area that they would resist to the limit of their ability any 
abandonment of Andrews if they have to have an airfield in that vi- 
cinity to properly protect Washington and surrounding communi- 
ties with its fighter squadrons, the last line of defense, according to 
the military. 

Senator Dworsuak. With the high-speed aircraft now one wonders 
whether it is necessary to have these Air Force landing fields so close 
to metropolitan cities. They could just as well use them all down 
here for landing fields. 

Consideringthe speed of these jet craft and others, you wonder 
why they have to have a field like Andrews in the backyard of the city. 

Senator Monroney. They were very clear on their feeling that it 
was a strategically located military base. It was absolutely essential 
to the Nation’s defense. 

Chairman Haypen. Is Mr. Larry Cates of the Airline Pilots As- 
sociation present ? 


If not, the next listed witness is Mr. William H. Press, of the Wash- 
ington Board of Trade. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., Boarp or TRADE 


STATEMENTS OF HARRISON SOMERVILLE, CHAIRMAN, AVIATION 
COMMITTEE, AND WILLIAM H. PRESS, REPRESENTATIVE 


SUPPORT FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Press. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Harrison Somerville. chairman of 
our aviation subcommittee, has a brief statement. 

Mr. Somervitir. I am Harrison Somerville, chairman of the avi- 
ation committee, of the Washington Board of Trade, an organization 
composed of approximately. 7,000 business, professional, “and civic 
leaders of Washington, which has been in continuous operation since 
1889, and which has carefully studied Washington’s air transport 
needs since the early 1920’s. 

At the time Washington National Airport was constructed we, like 
many others, anticipated it would meet the needs of the Washington 
metropolitan area for many years. Completed and opened for traffic 
in 1941, it was already obvious that additional facilities would be 
needed at war’s end in the late forties. 

In 1949 we strongly supported legislation to appropriate funds for 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration to investigate sites in this area 
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and to initiate acquisition of one suitable for use as an alternate air- 
port. 

On July 30, 1951, upon receipt of a report from our aviation com- 
mittee, which had carefully studied four sites under final considera- 
tion by the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the board of directors of 
the Washington Board of Trade concurred in the selection of the 
Burke site as the location for Washington’s second airport. 

On June 1, 1953, after the administration recommended the use of 
a portion of ‘Andrews Field, the board of directors, though still main- 
taining that the Burke site was the most desirable one, agreed to sup- 
port the Andrews Field proposal. The action was taken since it was 
acknowledged that Washington National Airport could not then satis- 
factorily handle the air traffic requirements of the community and that 
relief of some kind was imperative at the earliest possible date. 

The record of this committee, I am sure, fully details the reasons 
why nothing came of the Andrews proposal. 

This brief histor y respecting our interest and activity in connection 
with securing an additional airport is included in this statement to 
show that the need for additional air port facilities has been well recog- 
nized for some 8 to 10 years. It is intended to point up the fact that, 
in our judgment, we are woefully late in taking the necessary steps to 
alleviate an undesirable and, we believe, a dangerous condition. 

We urge the committee in the strongest possible terms to immedi- 
ately determine that work should be resumed in the acquisition and 
construction of the Burke Airport by reporting favorably on the 
President’s request for funds for this purpose. 

This committee has gone into this matter so thoroughly and com- 
piled such a voluminous record of the testimony of technical experts 
that it appears unnecessary for me to burden the committee with addi- 
tional discussions supporting Washington’s present and future needs. 

Public sentiment in the District of Columbia strongly supports the 
Burke site. Surveys and samplings made by our avi: ition committee 
clearly indicate that the majority of the residents of northern Virginia 
also support the development of the Burke site. 

Strong representations have been made that the people of northern 
Virginia were opposed to it, but our investigation has led us to con- 
clude that there is more support for construction of the Burke airport 
in Fairfax County than there is opposition. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for the statement, sir. 

Mr. Press? 

Mr. Press. I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman, unless there 
are some questions. 

Chairman Hayven. Is Mr. Henry Rolfs of the Burke Airport As- 
sociation present ? 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypven. We will hear from you at this time, sir. 
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BuRKE AIRPORT ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF HENRY ROLFS, REPRESENTATIVE 
SUPPORT FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Roxrs. Gentlemen, it is a privilege to appear before this dis- 
tinguished body . 

My name is Henry J. Rolfs. I am chairman of the Committee for 
Burke Airport. Our committee is a fact-finding committee that was 
organized to learn what kind of airport was planned for Burke and 
what the impact would be on the economy and the people. 

We directed our fact finding to two points that had been popular- 
ized around Fairfax County. One was that there would be consider- 
able blight caused by the airport, and, secondly, that the majority of 
people were opposed to the airport. 

I would like to present some facts in connection with the two points. 
As to the first, the kind of airport, a quick study of the specifics and 
plans of the proposed Burke Airport indicated it would be the safest 
and least objectionable in the world. 

You may wonder why. Principally because it incorporated most 
of General Doolittle’s recommendations. 

If you recall, General Doolittle was appointed chairman of a com- 
mittee after two airport crashes at Elizabeth, N. J., to see what could 
be done to minimize crashes and improve air safety. 

The major recommendations were size of airport, parallel runways, 
safety zones at the end of the airstrips. and buffer zones around the 
entire airport. 

All of these recommendations have been incorporated in the pro- 
posed Burke Airport. 

For example, the Elizabeth crashes and fatalities and the recent 
crashes and fatalities at Midway Airport in Chicago, could not have 
hannened at the proposed Burke Airport because of the safety devices 
built into that proposed airport. 

The CAA intends to make this a model airport, a show place, with 
all the latest safety and architectural improvements. They wish to 
cooperate with the local authorities so that jointly the metropolitan 


Washington area with the CAA can be proud of this proposed Na- 
tion’s Capital airport. 


ECONOMIC IMPACT OF AIRPORT 


As to the economic airport, our committee studied major airports 
and compared them with the proposed Burke Airport. Within the 
airport site it was found in other major airports that the development 
of industry, jobs, payrolls, and taxes, provided a virtual gold mine, an 
economic gold mine to any major airport that is close to a large city. 

For example, Miami International Airport, which is most compar- 
able to the Washington Airport in terms of the number of flights and 
the number of passengers and the type of passenger travel, as of last 
year, the airport facilities, the industrial facilities within the airport 
were over $600 million worth. 

In addition to that these industrial facilities purchased over $40 
million in the local south Florida area. 
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It is conservatively estimated, inasmuch as the proposed Burke Air- 
port could be considerably larger than the Miami International Air- 
port, that the potential is well over a billion dollars of industrial ac- 
tivity within the Burke Airport. 

As to the outside, around the proposed Burke Airport area, there 
are two types of development that would take place, both industrial 
and residential. 

Mr. McHugh, who developed the master plan for Fairfax County at 
the request of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, included the 
Burke Airport in his recommendation and he suggested that at least 
500 acres be set aside for industrial use around the airport area. 

He also stated that a special study should be made to establish 
proper zoning around the proposed Burke Airport site. 

As far as blight is concerned, in connection with the Veterans’ 
Administration or the FHA approving loans on residences around the 
airport, both Mr. O’Brien, the Director of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion in Washington, D. C., and Mr. Barringer, the Director of the 
FHA in the Washington, D. C., area, both of which include the Burke 
site, have specifically stated they would accept for approval, requesis 
for loans on housing up to the border of the Burke site. 


LETTER FROM FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


I would like to read, if I may, one sentence of Mr. Barringer’s 
letter : 


It is our cogent recommendation that the Northern Virginia Homebuilders 
Association work with the proper local authorities as soon as the airport is 
authorized to bring about controls, zoning, and the best master planning possible 
for the lands adjacent to the Burke Airport. This will have more influence upon 


the acceptability of land for residential, mortgage insurance, than any other 
factor. 


SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT 


The largest development close to the Burke site at the present time 
is at Springfield and the developer at that site is Edward Carr, who 
was president of the Washington Board of Trade up until the first 
of this month. 

Mr. Carr was recently cited for his outstanding civic contribution 
in the development of the Springfield housing area and he has been a 
strong proponent for Burke Airport, as are all other large developers 
around the Burke area. 


COMPARISON WITH MIAMI AIRPORT 


As to the property values, again I would like to compare the pro- 
posed Burke site with the Miami, Fla., International Airport, because 
the Miami airport was built since World War II, within the last 10 
years. 

The property values of the business zone property on two sides of 
Miami International Airport on the Jones Street and 36th Street have 
increased in value from $50 a front foot to $500 a front foot within 
the last 10 years. 

The residential properties on the west side of the airport have been 
increased from $100 an acre to $2,500 an acre. 

Incidentally, houses are built in those residential areas right up to 
the edge of the Miami International Airport. 

80579—56———10 
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HOYT STUDY OF EFFECT OF AIRPORTS ON COMMUNITIES 


Previously there have been several studies made by professional 
land planners as to the effect of the airport on communities. One, by 
Ilomer Hoyt, was a land planning economies and nationally recognized 
as an expert in that field, and he has made studies for Montgomery 
County, Fairfax County, and Arlington County. He has repeatedly 
stated that the proposed Burke Airport would be of great advantage 
to Fairfax County. 

In fact, he backed up his contention by buying some 600 acres of 
land close to the proposed Burke Airport site where is is planning on 
building a model residential housing community. 


ARTICLE BY HERMAN WALTHER 


Mr. Herman Walther, a real-estate appraiser, presented a paper to 
the Society of Real Estate Appraisers, which was published in the 
Appraisal Journal of January 1954. Mr. Walthers studied six major 
airports in the United States as to the effect of the airport on the imme- 
diate housing in the area. Those six airports were Dallas, Denver, 
Chicago, Los Angeles, LaGuardia, and Newark Airports. 

I would like to read two of his findings: 

One, that trade opinion of real-estate brokers active in the areas relating to 
these six major airports showed without exception that airports had not in- 
fluenced the value of homes adversely. 


Secondly, more than 30,000 buildings, nearly all homes, have been built within 
a mile of 6 airports in a 12-year period from 1940. 


We do not have to go so far away. Locally here, close to the Nation- 
al Airport, in fact within a half mile of the east-west runway, there 
are three of the finest subdivisions in the metropolitan area. Aurora 
Hills, with a hundred homes; Oak Crest, with 75 homes and Club 
Manor Estates, with 50 homes. 

The value is from twenty to fifty thousand dollars. These develop- 
ments have been built within the last 10 years and there are homes 
under construction at the present time. 

In fact, there is 1 apartment, a 42 unit apartment called Aurora 
Hills Apartments within less than a half mile of the end of the east- 
west runway. That apartment has had between 90 and 100 percent 
occupancy for the last 214 years since it was built and there have been 
no complaints according to the coowner who informed me that he has 
not had any complaints from those living in the apartment. 

In fact, they used the proximity to the airport as an asset in renting 
that apartment. 

I mentioned Francis McHugh, the master planner of Fairfax Coun- 
ty. He has recently stated it would be Fairfax’s greatest opportunity 
and a planner’s dream because you are starting with a clean slate in 
building one of the finest airports in the world. 


PUBLIC OPINION IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 


Now, coming to the heart of this problem, what the public opinion 
is in Fairfax County. We have all heard a lot about the people being 
against the airport. First, covering some civic and business groups, 
the Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce and then the surrounding 
areas, the Arlington County Chamber of Commerce, Alexandria 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Falls Church Chamber of Commerce, 
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the Mount Vernon League Chamber have all gone on record in favor 
of the proposed Burke Airport. 

All the i usiness organizations in Fairfax County and various Ki- 
wanis and Rotary C lubs have gone on record in favor of Burke Air- 
port. 

Incidentally, none have gone on record as opposed to it, to my 
knowledge. 

Most Fairfax County eitizens associations and the Fairfax County 
Federation of Civic Associations endorses the McHugh master plan, 
of which the Burke Airport is an integral part. 


POLL BY REPRESENTATIVE BROYILILL 


Now, breaking down public opinion in two parts, that first part 
related to groups. Now, as it relates to individuals and perhaps that 
is the crux of the whole thing which will throw the greatest amount 
of light on how the public feels about the proposed Burke Airport, 
the Honorable Congressman Broyhill conducted a poll in the 10th 
Congression District recently and he received the phenomenal return 
through his questionnaires or poll, some 10,500 returns came in out of 
35,000 mailed out to all the registered voters in Fairfax County. That 
was a 30-percent return which pollsters, professional pollsters, say is a 
phenomenal return. Of that return, 53 percent, or 5,444, stated that 
they were in favor of Burke Airport. That is almost twice as many 
as the 3,000 names that are on the petition opposed to the airport. 

There were 834, about 8 percent, who had no opinion one way or 
the other. 

And there were 4,127, or 39 percent, who were opposed to Burke 
Airport. 

Congressman Broyhill sent a-letter to-‘Senator Butler, which is in- 
cluded in the report of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, entitled “Overcrowding at Washington National Airport and 
the Need for Additional Airport for the National Capital,” report 
2016. On page 16 of exhibit A on the appendix, the Honorable Joel T. 
Broyhill, Member of Congress, stated in a letter of March 22, 1956, to 
Senator Butler, in paragraph 2: 

To avoid any possible misunderstanding may I point out that citizens in the 
areas immediately surrounding Burke oppose the project, although the county 
as a whole approves by several percentage points. I am concerned primarily with 
these most affected: namely, the Burke area, and I have therefore reiterated 
my opposition to the proposed Burke air terminal. 

In reference to the Burke Airport proposal, this is a copy of the 
letter that was sent to all of the registered voters in Fairfax County 

This reference to the Burke Airport proposal on the basis of a districtwide 
questionnaire and opinions expressed by citizens and citizen groups, I announce 
my opposition to this proposal. 

That questionnaire went out, I think, around 1952, or shortly there 
after when Congressman Broyhill was first elected to office: 


As a result of the Commerce Department abandoned plans for the project— 
reading down a little further— 


at the present moment I have not changed my position in opposition to the 
project. However, it is only fair to my constituents and in keeping with my 
policy of consulting to determine once again your viewpoint that my position 
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should be in harmony with that of my constituency, particularly when I know 
that the facts have been made available to all. It is my belief that the facts 


have been well publicized and the process and consequences well discussed by all 
citizens. 


Therefore, I am confident that your expression indicated on the enclosed self- 


addressed postage paid card will give me an accurate consensus of the views of 
the citizens of Fairfax County. 


It is my hope in this matter we can determine the majority opinions of the 
citizens of Fairfax County. It is the only democratic process I know which can 
resolve the issue. I am a firm believer in the action that given light the people 
will find their own way. 

In reference to the letter to Senator Butler that the people immedi- 
ately around the Burke site were opposed to the airport even though 
the county as a whole were in favor if it, I would like to give you a 
breakdown by the magisterial districts in which Fairfax County is 
divided. 

Six of those seven major districts voted in favor of the Burke Air- 
port as a result of Congressman Broyhill’s poll. Perhaps the largest 
magisterial district, the one having the greatest area close to the pro- 
posed Burke Airport, is Centerville. There were 599 votes in favor 
of the Burke Airport; 49 with no opinion, and 233 against. 

That is, incidentally, on the western side primarily of the proposed 
Burke Airport. 

On the southern side is Lee-district: 565 in favor of Burke Airport: 
36, no opinion; and 340 against. 

The Falls Church district, which touches on the north, primarily 
on the northern side of the Burke Airport, 1,102 in favor; 98 no 
opinion, and 1,049 opposed. 

Providence district, which takes in the town of Fairfax, 710 in favor 
of Burke Airport ; 91 no opinion, and 545 opposed. 

Mount Vernon district, 827 in favor: 62 no opinion; 393 opposed. 

Mason district, and this is the one district in which the voting 
was greater opposed to the airport, 569 in favor of Burke Airport: 
52 no opinion. and 823 opposed. 

Chairman Haypen. Will you bring your statement to a close as 
soon as you can ? 

Mr. Rorrs. All right. 


WASHINGTON POST SURVEYS 


There were 2 other surveys made, 1 by the Washington Post. Bob 
Baker, a Washington Post reporter. made a survey around Rollins 
Road and Fairfax Park. He published in the Washington Post 
that the majority of the people he contacted were in favor of Burke 
Airport. 

The Committee for Burke Airport made a survey around the Burke 
station area and the Fairfax station area: 125 out of 130 of the 
residents and property owners wrote in the book that they presented 
to them: 


I »m in favor of Burke Airport, and put down their name, address, phone 
number, and the date. 


Fairfax is top heavy with residences, the tax rate is skyrocketing. 
It was increased $2.70 to $3.20 per hundred. 

Every civic leader and professional planner has said we need a 
broader tex besis. Mostly Federal employees would benefit because 
they are mostly the «mployees who live in and work in the District. 
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As to the new Board of Supervisors a vote was taken recently 
opposed to this airport, but I think it should go on the record there 
was no official hearing held, no facts were presented at that hearing. 
It was not on the agenda; it was not scheduled, and none of us knew, 
| have not found anybody who knew that that vote was to be taken. 

Incidentally, our committee met with Congressman Howard Smith 
who formerly included the 10th District in his jurisdiction. He 
presently is in a district in Prince William County just south of the 
proposed Burke Airport. He stated he was in favor of Burke 
\irport and always has been. 

Che facts are that the Fairfax Chamber of Commerce is on record 

favor of the Burke Airport and that the great majority of Fair- 
fax County civic associations, including the Federation, endorse the 
McHugh plan of which the Burke Airport is a part. 

The fact that C ongressman Broyhill’s poll of all registered voters 
in Fairfax County shows a definite m: jority in favor ‘of Burke Air- 
port points to one incontrovertible conclusion; the majority of the 
people in Fairfax County have spoken clearly and unequivocally they 
want Burke Airport. 


SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR MIAMI AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. I think you have made a very fine statement. I 
think it shows very clearly w hat all of us know to be the fact, that the 
location of the airport there would be highly beneficial to the area 
in a dollars and cents w ay. It would create industry; it would create 
homes; it would create great values. 


You approve that oe extensively and you compare it to the 


Miami situation in which exactly that same result has occurred. 

Did it ever occur to you that in the Miami situation that Miami 
paid for that airport ? 

Mr. Rours. Miami paid for the airport; yes, sir. 

Incidentally, I have a rather detailed report, you are probably 
familiar with this, from the economic development and research 
department of the Dade County Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Hotianp. They show there that they thought it was very 
greatly to their interest to pay for the airport ‘and have it there and 
that they have been the great beneficiaries of its presence, both tax- 
wise, populationwise, jobwise, and so forth. 

Mr. Rours. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortianp. Yet you are here urging that this airport be 
built wholly at national expense ? 

Mr. Roxrs. No, sir; I did not say that. 

Senator Hottanp. You know that that is the proposal now pending 
before this committee ? 

Mr. Rorrs. It is the proposal to get the airport started. 

There is, in my opinion, no other practical way to get the airport 
started. 

However, this study commission that is proposing to establish a 
Virginia airport study has made a preliminary study, in fact through 
some of their contacts they brought up the indiv idual who set up the 
New York Port Authority and be made a comparable survey of what 
the proposal might be in this survey. 
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Several preliminary contacts were made about selling bonds in 
such a proposed area. 

All those contacts were highly favorable that those bonds could be 
sold. I am sure the Federal Government would be reimbursed in a 
much shorter time than may appear obvious at the moment, primarily 
because of the increase in land values that would result in the airport 
site the minute industrial activity got under way. 

Senator Hotxianp. I like your frankness. I believe you said that 
Was a planner’s dream, did you not? 

Mr. Rours. That is what one planner told me and I concur in that, 
sir. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, it is just going to create so much 
value without any expenditure that it is really a dream for the local 
people there if they can just get it? 

Mr. Rotrs. Sir, everything worthwhile in this world started with 
a dream. 

Senator ELLenper. In line with the questions of the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, I raised that same issue this morning. I asked 
for some information about the matter. 

I suppose you are familiar with the present law wherein the Govern- 
ment furnishes as much as 50 percent of the cost of building an airport 
to local authorities. 

It strikes me that if the airport is of such value to that area that 
instead of getting Congress to do it, if you folks had gotten together 
in the past 3 or 4 years you would have an airport out there, particu- 
larly if it would make property rise in value. 

You compared Miami, $50 a front foot to $500 a front foot. I would 
like to own a little land around there and maybe put an airport there. 

It strikes me that the District of Columbia is coming here, you folks 
are coming here, to get the taxpayers from all over the country to pay 
for this airport. 

PROVISION FOR LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


I would like to place in the record, Mr. Chairman, at this point, the 
information that I asked for this morning which indicates the terms 
and conditions under which the Federal Airport Act provides for con- 


tributions on the part of the local people, as well as what it will con- 
tribute if the conditions are met. 


Chairman Haypen. Very well. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION UNDER THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


The Federal Airport Act provides for grants of funds by the Federal Govern- 
ment to aid local communities in the development of those airports which are in 
the national airport plan. Generally, the maximum Federal grant authorized by 
the act is 50 percent of the total allowable costs of the airport development in a 
particular project. There are three exceptions to this general rule: 

1. If the project calls for installation of high intensity lighting on designated 
instrument runways, the total Federal share of the installation of such high in- 
tensity runway lights may be 75 percent (sec. 10 (e) ). 

2. In the case of airports located in the public land States, the maximum per- 
missible Federal share may be increased from 50 percent to as much as 621% per- 
eent, depending upon the total amount of public lands located within that State 
(sec. 10 (b)). 

3. In the case of airport projects in the Territory of Alaska and in the Virgin 
Islands, the Federal share may be as much as 75 percent (sec. 10 (c)). 
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In actual practice, the total amount of grant is usually the maximum permissi- 
ble amount: 50 percent, in most cases. However, in the case of large terminal 
airports, the amount contributed by the Federal Government as a rule is con- 
siderably less than the maximum authorized Federal share of the airport de- 
velopment actually accomplished. Sometimes this reduction is accomplished by 
providing no Federal participation in an otherwise eligible airport development 
project. In other cases this reduction is aceomplished by specifically limiting 
the amount of the Federal share to a figure less than 50 percent of the eligible 
and allowable costs of the airport development. It should be noted that the 
statute specifically forbids Federal contribution toward construction of hangars 
(sec. 2 (3)). 

Senator Hottanp. There was one other statement in your testimony 
that I thought was good. I believe you said that one official of the 
Washington Board of Trade had rec ently come out and bought 600 
acres of land c losely adjoining the airport. Who wasthat? 

Mr. Rotrs. May I repeat that, sir. It was not an official of the 
Washington Board of Trade. Tt was Dr. Homer Hoyt, who is a na- 
tionally recognized land-planning expert, who has made studies at 
the request and has been paid for it, by Arlington, Montgomery, and 
Fairfax Counties. He has bought 600 acres ‘and intends to build al 
model home community there. 

Senator ELLenper. In anticipation of the airport being built? 

Mr. Rortrs. He indicated, yes, but that is something you would have 
to check with him personally. He certainly considers that it would 


not hamper that proposed development. 


HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS NEAR AIRPORT 





Senator Tuyer. In view of that very statement that they are propos- 
ing to develop dwellings right there in the shadow of the airport, I 
would suggest a very broad buffer zone be established by any airport 
and not allow any residential building within the area because we have 
just had an experience out there at Minneapolis: there was no objec- 
tion, development proceeded and they built right up to the airport, a 
jet slipped and caught a house and exploded, ignited several houses. 

Now, you have a case on your hands, not only a case of damages. 
but you have the property devaluation. So I would say, Mr. C hair- 
man, that I would certainly put a broad buffer zone ‘around there 
and if he is caught in that buffer zone it is his hard luck. 

Mr. Rotrs. That is a good suggestion, Senator. 

Senator Tuyr. I would never be a party to allow any private 
building around in the very shadows of an airport. 


ATTITUDE OF FAIRFAX BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Senator Hotuanp. Did I understand you to say that the Board of 
Supervisors of Fairfax County has recently gone on record again 
against this airport ? 

Mr. Rorrs. Let me give a little bit of history, sir. Up until last year 
the board of supervisors had gone on record four times opposed to the 
airport, 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1955. They had never held, to the best 
of my knowledge, a hearing on the Bur ke airport. 

Our committee requested a hearing a year ago and it was held. A 
full hearing which lasted several hours and both sides presented all 
their facts. 
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The opposition made impassioned pleas for the board to again go on 
record against the airport, but the board at that time unanimously 
accepted the facts and report that our committee presented to them for 
further study. 


. Gy this last year there has been a change in five members of that 
oard. 


Senator Hotxiann, Did they go on record in favor of the airport ? 

Mr. Roxrs. No, sir. 

Senator Hotztano. They have never gone on record in favor of the 
airport ? 

Mr. Rotrs. No, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. They have recently gone on record against it, 
again opposed to it ? 

Mr. Rotrs. Without a hearing, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not think they know what the people 
out there want? 

Mr. Roxrs. Sir, that is a matter of conjecture. 
Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement, sir. 
Senator Butler. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Senator Burter. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for according me this 
opportunity to be heard before this committee. 

So that there can be no doubt as to where I stand on the request for 
an appropriation of almost $35 million by way of an initial outlay— 
and I want to emphasize the fact that the proponents of this request 
admit it to be merely an initial one—let me state that I am unequiv- 
ocally opposed to any appropriation whatsoever for constructing an 
airport at Burke, Va. 

The expenditures of these Federal funds, in my opinion, would 
constitute one of the greatest boondoggles of all times. 

What is more, I predict that those who participate, those who aid 
and abet this illogical cause, will have not only their own consciences 
to answer to, but, indeed, in time, their own constituents. 

Once the people know the facts—and rest assured the truth will 
out, sooner or later—they will recognize that at best a tragic, wasteful 
mistake was innocently made; at worse, a willful and deliberate raid 
was perpetrated on the Treasury of this country. 

I recognize that these are serious charges. I have not made them 
lightly or in jest. I know that my opponents—who make up the 
powerful airline lobby, and those who have been duped by it—will 
say that I am just trying to fight the battle of Friendship Airport. 

The fact is, I could not care less what these professional lobbyists 
say about me. 

Now, with the committee’s permission, I will restate certain prin- 
ciples and facts. 

In the first place, the alleged purpose of this appropriation is to 
provide additional airport facilities urgently needed for the safety 
of people traveling to and from the Nation’s Capital, and the sur- 
rounding Maryland and Virginia countryside. 
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Said another way, except for the present terrible risk existing at 
National Airport, there would be no need for a second airport. There 
is no dispute that the cause of, and indeed, the only justification for, 
a second airport is that the present facilities at National are woefully 
inadequate. 

So, here at the beginning we find one rare area of absolute agree- 
ment. 


All concede that a dangerous condition of overcrowding now exists 
at National Airport. 


COMMERCE COMMITTEE REPORT ON CONGESTION 


In the recently published report of the Commerce Committee en- 
titled “Overcrowding at Washington National Airport and the need 
for an additional airport for the National Capital.’ there was a una- 
nimity of opinion that, and I quote: 

Congestion at the Washington National Airport requires extremely prompt 
action in the interest of safety. 

Certain developments within the last few weeks have accentuated 
the extent of the danger presently existing at National Airport. Life 
magazine recently published an article in which, as I recall it, it re- 
vealed that National Airport is the busiest airport in the country, more 
heavily trafficked than the airports in New York, Chicago, or any of 
the other large cities of this Nation. The article reports that over 850 
separate landings and takeoffs occur within 24 hours at Washington 
National Airport. 

Think of it! This means that every 1.7 minutes of every day there 
isan arrival or takeoff from National Airport. 

Since we all know how traffic slows down in the early hours of the 
morning, think of the air traffic jam there must be over National Air- 
port during the rush hours. 

And as you reflect upon this, bear in mind the fact that no one will 
dispute that sooner or later, unless prompt remedial steps are taken, 
there will be a horrible disaster at the National Airport. 

Therefore, here at the threshold, we all recognize that the matter 
of prime importance is to procure promptly and without further delay 
a second airport capable of relieving the dangerous situation now 
existing at National. 

The question, then, becomes: Can we, by spending between 35 and 
70 million dollars, procure promptly at Burke, Va., an airport capable 
of relieving the dangerous situation now existing at National ? 


TIME REQUIRED FOR COMPLETION OF AIRPORT 


At the February 21, 1956, hearings before the Aviation Subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
General Arnold admitted, at page 729 of the official transcript, that 
it will take between 5 and 6 years to construct Burke Airport. 

Therefore, in drafting the subcommittee’s report apparently a staff 
member inserted the novel idea that if the Government had 2 con- 
tractors, the Burke facility could be built in 214 or 3 years. Iam now 
quoting from page 5 of that report: 

The Secretary of Commerce should, we believe, immediately present to the 
appropriate committees of the Congress a program that will enable construction 
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by two or more contractors so that the airport can be expedited and operative 
in at least 2% years from now which would be approximately January 1, 1959. 

Gentlemen, in a matter of this sort involving the lives of thousands 
of people, wishing will not make it so. By the same token, an airport 
construction job which, according to the testimony of its most vigorous 
proponent, General Arnold, will take 5 to 6 years, cannot be done in 
half that time by employing 2, or, for that matter, a dozen contractors. 

Thus, under no circumstances can we hope to have a usable airport 
at Burke, Va., before 1961 and more likely 1962. 

Are you willing to directly or indirectly endorse any proposal which 
will continue for another 5 or 6 years the steadily increasing deadly risk 
at National Airport? I am confident you are not. 

Returning now to the next fact of critical importance—again con- 
cerning which there is no dispute. In 1961 or 1962—when Burke 
would finally be ready to relieve some of the traffic jam at National— 
what about air traffic congestion in the vicinity of Burke? Well, be- 
fore we try to answer that, we ought to have some idea as to how far 
apart instrument landing airports should be. 





LOCATION OF INSTRUMENT LANDING AIRPORTS 








According to CAA airport design, published June 15, 1948, instru- 
ment landing airports should be a minimum of 16 miles apart. 

I want to reemphasize that the CAA in 1948 laid down an airport 
design standard, having in mind planes with speed and design features 
of 1948, to the effect that such airports should be a minimum of 16 
miles apart. 

But how much distance separates the proposed Burke Airport site 
from National ? 

The answer, a mere 12 miles. And so, in 1961, or more likely 1962, 
when Burke is finally completed—the high speed jet transport of that 
day and age, coming into or leaving Burke or National, will find them- 
selves dangerously close to each other, even by the conservatively slow 
speed standards of 1949. 

And, before I forget it, I think your record should show that the 
distance between Friendship and the nearest major airport—Andrews 
Air Foree Base—is 25 miles, 9 more than the CAA has set as a mini- 
mum. 

Getting back to Burke, to make matters worse, gentlemen, if Burke 
were ready today to receive planes, there would be 6 major and 5 
smaller airports within a 13-mile radius. 


STUDY OF TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEMS 


Another matter which I am sure will carry great weight with you, 
inclining you to reject out-of-hand the appropriation request now 
under consideration, is the fact that the CAA issued a report in No- 
vember 1952 entitled “Preliminary Study of Traffic Control Systems 
for the Proposed Washington Supplemental Airport using Simulation 
Techniques.” Therein the CAA said: 

The proposed Washington supplemental airport site at Burke, Va., presents 
several diverse problems. The most formidable restriction to efficient traffic 


flow is the Quantico danger area, which is located 11 miles southwest of the 
Burke site. The Marine gunnery and rocket range, which covers an area of 
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over 100 square miles, limits considerably the airspace available for maneu- 
vering aircraft into the final approach path at Burke Airport. 

The Dahlgren danger area, located 24 miles south southeast of Burke, does not 
restrict traffic flow in the immediate airport vicinity. However, it does compli 
cate the arrival routes to the three major airports in the terminal area. 

Therefore, is it obvious that by the time Burke could be construct- 
ed—at a cost of between 35 and 70 millions of dollars—it would be 
obsolete ? 

It seems to me that his conclusion is inescapable. Lf so, who among 
us can jusify participating in any such waste of the taxpayers’ money ? 

It would be quite another thing if there were no alternative. But 
there is. There is presently existing one of the finest airports in the 
Nation—and I will say in the world—ready, willing, able, and indeed, 
anxious to serve as the second airport of this area. Of course I refer 
to Friendship Airport. 

I recognize that in coming here today it is not necessary, in discharg- 
ing the duties of my office, as I see them, for me to try to persuade you 
to issue a report recommending the immediate designation and use 
of Friendship. 

As I interpret my responsibilities and the task which circumstances 
and convictions have assigned me, I need do nothing more than bring 
to your attention the facts which in and of themselves compel the con- 
clusion that the requested funds must not be appropriated. 


AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS 


Among these facts are the following: As of February 20-21, 1956, 
the Department of Commerce, in recommending to the Aviation Sub- 
committee the site of the second airport put 90 percent of its endorse- 
ment behind Andrews Air Force Base, and only 10 percent behind 
Burke. 

For proof of this see the comments of Senator Monroney, chairman 
of the subcommittee, to this effect, at pages 688-689 of the official 
transcript. 

Why. then, this sudden departmental preference for Burke—to the 
tune of an “initial” outlay of $35 million? One would assume that 
some careful, detailed expert study or reevaluation had been made by 
vr for the Commerce Department. 

One would assume further that this technical study proved con- 
clusively that the Burke site was better than the Friendship site. 

Incidentally, General Arnold conceded, at page 729 of the Aviation 
Subcommittee’s official transcript of February 20-21, that if the An- 
drews and Burke sites were rejected, and I quote: 

The only alternative we have, Senator, is to go to Friendship. 

I mention this only to remind you, gentlemen, that in making the 
assumed careful, comparative study, it goes without saying that the 
Commerce Department must have weighed the relative merits of 
Burke versus Friendship. 

However, in a sense, I am getting ahead of myself. Why? Well, 
because I am assuming that the Commerce Department made a careful, 
objective study of the relative merits and demerits of at least these 
two sites before switching its preference to Burke. 
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The fact is that to my knowledge the Commerce Department has 
never made any such a detailed comparative study. 


SELECTION OF SITE 


Putting it bluntly, the Commerce Department came before the Avia- 
tion Subcommittee and asked it to select the site. On February 20, 


1956, on page 668 of the report of the proceedings, Mr. Rothschild 
stated, and I quote: 


And in line with that, Mr. Chairman, we are prepared at this moment to ask 
for funds immediately if you will give us an indication that we seek from you as 
to what choice should be made. 

This inexcusable abdication of the responsibility with which the 
Department is charged by Public Law 672 of the 81st Congress, so 
shocked me and Senators Daniel, Ervin, Wofford, Bricker, Duff, and 
Purtell of the Commerce Committee, that each of us took special pains 
to prepare and publish separate statements of our individual views. 

For example, and I am now quoting from Senator Daniel’s well- 


reasoned individual views appearing at page 6 of Senate Report No. 
2016: 


I fully concur in the conclusion of the subcommittee that a new airport is nec- 
essary for Washington, D. C. I also concur in the recommendation that a new 
airport should be constructed as rapidly as possible. 


It seems to me, however, that the actual site of a new airport should be se- 
lected by the Secretary of Commerce upon the best technical advice he can ob- 
tain. I do not believe that the committee should select the site. 

Despite such unambiguous declarations as this to the effect that we 
Senators would not permit the Department of Commerce to shift to 
us the technical and exacting engineering task of selecting the site, 
the Department has done pr ecisely that. 


In justifying the request for the Burke funds, it points to Senate 
Report No. 2016, and says, in effect 


Of course, the Department of Commerce wanted Andrews. However, as we 
read the Commerce Committee’s report, the Senate picked out Burke and ordered 
us to go ahead there. Therefore, even though we have plenty of reservations and 
doubts about Burke, we do as we are told, and we have come up and asked for 


an initial $35 million. 

In my opinion, that is about what this request comes down to. If 
the Bur ke project flops—if, as I suspect, it will be an obsolete airport 
before it is even finished in 1961 or 1962—the Commerce Department 
will be able so say, “We only did what we were told. We never liked 
Burke in the first place.” 


This “heads you lose, tails I win” device puts the Senate very much 
on the spot. 

However, there is still time, and a way, I respec ‘tfully submit, for 
this committee to require the Department of Commerce to do what 
the law requires, but what until today it has successfully avoided 
doing. There is still time to require that on its own responsibility 
and without being in a position to shift the blame to anyone else, the 
Department of Commerce select the site of the second airport. 

My proposal is that Mr. Louis S. Rothschild, Under Secretary of 


Commerce for Transportation, be required by this committee to do 
two things: 
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One, state clearly and unequivocally on the record that the Depart- 
ment of Commerce has carefully engineered the sites of Burke, Friend- 
ship, and any other reasonable alternatives; has balanced the pros and 
cons of each, and on the basis of these technical studies has concluded 
that Burke is the best site. 

In making such a report, Mr. Rothschild should be required to state 
that the Department of Commerce takes full responsibility for the 
selection of the site and that it recognizes that no member of the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee and no member of the 
staff of that committee—certainly including myself—has ever asserted 
that he was technically qualified to select the site. 

Two, in behalf of the Department of Commerce, obtain and furnish 
answers to the questions appearing at pages 18 through 22 of Senate 
Report No. 2016. 

I have one thought I would like to leave with you. It demonstrates 
graphically the extent to which the airline lobby will go in order to 
push through the Burke project. 

After it became public knowledge that the Commerce Department 
was going to request these funds for Burke, the Secretary of Commerce 
recommended to the CAB that Friendship Airport be designated an 
alternate to National, for National’s “excess traffic” until Burke was 
ready. 

What could be more reasonable and more in keeping with a desire for 
maximum passenger safety ? 

Although the airline lobby admits it will take 5 to 6 years to build 
Burke, and although all seem agreed that National is dangerously 
overcrowded, the lobby has announced its opposition to being required 
to use Friendship, even on an alternate basis, to relieve what the 
Secretary himself terms National’s “excess traffic.” 

This unjustifiable refusal by the airline lobby to make even limited 
use of Friendship proves conclusively that the lobby recognizes 
Friendship’s tremendous net advantages over Burke. 

It proves also that this lobby knows that once the taxpayers have a 
chance to see the already existing, free-for-the-asking benefits of 
Friendship Airport, they will come looking for the individuals who 
tried to sell the Congress the Burke bill of goods. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, let me 
thank you very much for the opportunity to appear before you. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement. 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Senator Roserrson. What do you think of what I call the fifth 
technicality of the Department that the $14 million authorization did 
not mean anything and that the Congress would just as soon spend $50 
million or $60 million on the Burke Airport ? 

Senator Butter. I think if they want any such appropriation they 
should have a foundation for it and come here and get an authorization 
bill, as other people do when they want funds, and not at the last min- 
ute rush in here with this makeshift bill and try to get these funds 
overnight. 

Senator Rorertson. Is it not a fact when we had the last hearing, 
and that was several years ago, it was developed then that they could 
not build it for $14 million ? 
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Senator Burier. It has been conclusively shown, in my opinion, 
that the $25 million is an initial payment on account of this cost. 

Senator Ronerrson. They deliberately sidestepped the responsibil- 
ity of getting a clearcut authorization of Congress during an inter- 
vening time. 

Senator Burier. I think that is true, yes. 

Senator Roserrson. In your opinion, about what is the difference in 
travel time between Burke and the Friendship airport on the present 
roads ¢ 

Senator Burier. I have heard a number of estimates, but 1 cannot 
conceive that it could be more than 10 minutes. If we, as Senators of 
the United States, are so thoughtless of the people’s money as to spend 
$50 or $60 million to save 10 minutes ground time, I think phd sor 
ought to check us. 


TRAVEL TO CHICAGO 





Senator Ropnerrson. We have a little conclave in Chicago beginning 
in August. I am planning to go out there by plane. I am making a 
reservation on one of the airlines leaving here at 2 o’clock. I get there 
at 3:30 Chicago time. After I get there I spend another hour getting 
from the airport to the hotel. But I will still be, considering the differ 
ence in time, 2 hours and a half from my office in Washington as 
against an overnight trip on the train and I would not get much sleep 
onthe train either. I have never heard of anybody who declined to go 
to Chicago because it took an hour longer through all the suburbs of 
Chicago, down through the business section, to the Blackstone or 
Palmer House. 

Senator Butier. To more directly answer your question, may I in- 
sert in the record the answer on page 20 of the overcrowding at Wash- 
ington National Airport and the need for an additional airport for the 
Nation’s Capital? I will not read it at length. I will ask, Mr. Chair- 
man, that I may insert this little paragraph here. The answer is: 

The travel time to Friendship Airport to and from downtown Washington 
does not appear unreasonable especially when compared to the “airport travel 


time” in other major American cities. As examples, in the following major Amer- 
ican cities it takes 40 minutes or more to travel from downtown to the airport: 


Boulder City, Nev. Los Angeles—International 


Chicago—O Hare and Midway Minneapolis, Minn. 
Evanston, Il. New Orleans, La. 

Las Vegas, Nev. Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Miami Beach, Fla. St. Paul, Minn. 
Detroit—Willow Run San Francisco, Calif. 

St. Louis, Mo. Seattle, Wash. 

Cincinnati, Ohio Toledo, Ohio 
Cleveland—Hopkins Vancouver, British Columbia 
Fort Worth. Tex. Williamsport, Pa. 

Frankfort, Ky. Youngstown, Ohio 


Knoxville, Tenn. 


APPROACH ROADS TO BURKE 


Senator Rosertson. Since the last hearing has there been any im- 
provement in the highways from the District to Burke? 

Senator Butter. Senator, to the best of my knowledge the travel 
time between downtown Washington and Friendship International is 
a constant figure, but the travel time between downtown Washington 
and Burke, except you spend many millions of dollars to improve the 
approach roads, will be much more than it is to Friendship. I will 
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say to any member of this committee get in your car right now and 
ride from downtown Washington to Burke airport and see what you 
find. You are going to find, if you are going to make those roads ac- 
cessible to downtown Washington in the time you can get and make 
it approximate the time you can come in from Friendship you are 
going to spend many millions of dollars on those approach roads. 
They are in very bad condition. They need grading and they are very 
circuitous. 

Senator Ropertson. Is there any further road improvement between 
the District and Friendship that might be made to further reduce 
the time? 

Senator Burier. I think there could be. I have suggested many 
methods of reduction of time. I think we could do in Washington 
what we do in New York. Why should we go to the Statler Hotel? 
What is the novelty of that hotel? We could build an air terminal at 
Bladensburg and New York Avenue and let them come in there and 
let everybody feed in and feed out. That puts you 25 minutes of 
Friendship. It is a question of what you want to do rather than 
waste $60 million of the taxpayers’ money. It is easy to say “yes, 
we will spend $60 million.” 

Senator Rogperrson. Last year the principal objection was travel 
time. That was the chief objection. If it is a matter of additional 
highways, it would not cost $50 or $60 million to improve the high- 
ways. 

Senator Burier. It would not. You could bring that traffic in 
from Friendship International Airport at a much lesser cost than 
you could construct another airport at Burke which I think I have 
conclusively shown is in a bad air pattern and would probably be 
obsolete before it was built. 

Senator Roperrson. You possibly have gone further than I have 
had a chance to go into the claim of the proponents that there are 
many other vital considerations that would eliminate Friendship and 
indicate that Burke is the only thing we can do. 

Now, I have never taken the position that Burke is the only place 
we can save the lives of people—— 

Senator Burier. Senator, the Commerce Department itself picked 
Andrews 90 percent and Burke 10 percent. They did not want Burke. 
They say now in every report they do not want Burke. They say 
they do not want it. 


IMMEDIATE USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Roserrson. In your opinion, considering they could not 
be using Burke in less than 4 years if we appropriated this year to 
start it, would there be any harm in trying out Friendship this fall? 
Do you not think it is a practical thing? 

Senator Butter. I think that is the only answer to it. If you are 
to relieve the dangerous congestion at the National Airport, the only 
way you can do it is to use another facility now in existence. How 
are you going to do it by building an airport in the next 5 or 6 years, 
it is still a hazard and it is becoming more so every day. You have 
an airport on 10 minutes more travel time even on good roads, ready, 
willing, and able to take this traffic. One of the finest airports in 








L158 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


the world. I defy anybody to say there is a better airport any place. 

Senator Ettenper. When was that built? 

Senator Butter. That was built, to the best of my recollection, by 
city of Baltimore funds to the extent of about 90 percent. I think the 
Federal Government put in some 4 million 

Senator Ture. $15.5 million was the actual amount and $3, million 
of Federal. 

Senator Burter. Yes. Baltimore City really built the airport with 
some Federal assistance, 

Senator Ture. Here is the testimony of last year. 

Senator Butter. I do not dispute that. 





PRESENT CONGESTION ON POTOMAC BRIDGES 


Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, as a predicate for my question, 
[ fly frequently from the National Airport to Florida, to Jacksonville, 
Miami, ‘Tampa, sometimes by Eastern, sometimes by National, both of 
which give excellent service. I find that leaving the Capitol in the 
afternoon late, about the time we know it is safe to get away to catch 
any of several planes that leave at that time of day, I have to leave 
here an hour ahead of time to make sure I can get through the bottle- 
neck of Independence, of Constitution, and 14th Street, and the 14th 
Street Bridge or even going down to Memorial Bridge and getting 
across to get back to the National Airport. Would that situation be 
changed in any regard by having the airport at Burke? 

Senator Butter. I do not see how it could possibly do it. You have 
the same bottleneck. Asa matter of fact, I do not want to speak for 
any other Member of this Congress, but I know one of the most re- 
spected Members of the House of Representatives last Sunday took 
his day off to make a trial run to Burke, and he said it took him over 
50 minutes to get there. Now it is just silly to quibble for 5 or 6 
minutes of time and spend $60 million of the taxpayers’ money. 

Senator Hotianp. The point I am getting at is this: That asswming 
there would be times in the day when Burke would be considerably 
closer to downtown Washington than would Friendship, for instance, 
or Andrews, either; is it not a fact that at the time of bottlenecks across 
the river that in both instances the chances would be that you would 
get to either one of the Maryland airports that I have mentioned be- 
fore you could get to either National or Burke / 

Senator Butier. I would think so, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. I thank you. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Beall. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Senator Bran. Today we are faced with two problems which stem 
from the heavy air-traffic congestion in this area. 

The first question is this: What must we do now? 

The other, of course, is what must we do in the future? If we find 


the proper answer to the first of these problems, we can postpone 
action on the second. 
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The solution is the immediate use of Friendship International Air- 
port as a Washington coterminal, serving the Washington-Baltimore 
area as an air hub in its own right. 

Much confusion has surrounded this issue for the past few years 
so this afternoon I will attempt to boil down the important factors to 
the basic points on which we must make our decision. 

First, we must do something immediately to ease the overcrowded 
airlanes in the Capital area 

Since there can be no delay on this matter, we have only the choice 
of cutting down on our service or changing our present operations 
to provide maximum safety and efficiency at once. 

Obviously, we want to maintain as much service as possible without 
endangering lives and property, so our planning must be directed 
toward the second alternative. 

In a moment I am going to present a brief outline of the reasons 
why Friendship can and should be used to help alleviate Washington’s 
air-traflic congestion. 

First, however, allow me to point out that it must be used because, 
like it or not, we have no other choice at present. 

Furthermore, it is impertant to consider that there is almost com- 
plete State and local support for the Friendship proposal, while the 
Burke plan is completely unacceptable to thousands of residents of the 
area as Well as to many Members of the Congress. 


REASONS FRIENDSHIP SHOULD BE USED 


The hard facts on why we should use Friendship and should not 
build at Burke are the following, which I will outline according to 
the various considerations involved : 

Ground time from the Statler Hotel to Friendship, 47 minutes; 
to Burke, 32 minutes. That is a difference of only 15 minutes, and 
even that is stretching it a little. 

Number of miles to Statler Hotel: From Friendship, 32 miles; 

from Burke, 19 miles. 

. Convenience to Washington population: About equal, consider- 
ing vie population distr ibution. 

Elimination of air congestion: Through use of Friendship, ex- 
we ; through construction at Burke, poor. 

5. Availability: Friendship, now; Burke, at least 4 or 5 years. 

Effect of jet noise on residential areas: Friendship, minimum; 
Burke, serious. 

Benefits to Baltimore: Friendship, substantial; Burke, none. 

\dverse effects on Virginia: Friendship, none; Burke, substantial. 

Cost to taxpayers: Friendship, none; Burke, more than $50 mil- 
ion. 

That, in capsule form, is my argument. 

It can be proved, and it has been proved, point by point, but I will 
not take up your valuable time by repeating the hours of testimony 
which have been offered in support of each item. 

Instead, let me remind you again that we must act at once on our 
current problem, and, therefore, we must not only accept but welcome 
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the opportunity to be allowed to use the modern facilities at Friend- 
ship. 

Once we have utilized this up-to-date airport in the proper manner, 
I am sure that the second problem—what to do for the future—will 
vanish. 

Friendship International Airport is our answer now. It is our 
answer in the future. 

We can no longer postpone definite action because of a few who 
would sacrifice safety and service for the mere gain, at enormous 
financial cost, of a few insignificant minutes of ground travel time. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Broyhill. 

Representative Broyum.. My name is Joel T. Broyhill, a Member 
of the House of Representatives from the 10th District of Virginia, 
the district in which this proposed airport is located. 

T am here in a very strange and unusual capacity, Mr. Chairman, in 
asking this committee not to appropriate any more money for my 
congressional district this year. I feel that this committee has been 
rather benevolent; it appropriated here the other day a total of around 
$63 million for my district. I think that is enough for any one district 
at one time, certainly here in these closing days. 


DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTION NAIRE TO CONSTITUENTS 


Senator Tyr. You were the one that prepared and submitted the 
questionnaire to your constituents? 

Representative Broymi. Yes, sir. 

Senator Trrve. And tabulated it ? 

tepresentative BroyHiLL. Yes. 

Senator Tuyr. You found that your constituents, a large percent 
age, were in favor of it ? 

Representative Broyiin. That is correct. 

Senator Tire. I just wanted the record to show you are very 
courageous. 

tepresentative Broyiir. I would like to discuss that questionnaire, 
if IT might, Senator. 

Senator Rosperrson. Speaking as a statesman and not a politician, 
in addition to the fact this appropriation is not in keeping with 
your ideas of proper economy, would it be personally obnoxious 
to you? 

Representative Broyuin. I do not think that this appropriation 
would be in the best interest of my congressional district. 

I sent out the questionnaire in good faith. As IT pointed out the 
other day in testifying on behalf of the request for the Central In- 
telligence Agency, we had a very high percentage of returns. Ap- 
proximately 50 percent stated that they would favor the construction 
of that airport. But if you might recall, in that questionnaire, and 
pointed out by Mr. Rolfs, we did break the questionnaire down by 
magisterial districts. I was concerned with how the people around 
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the proposed airport location would feel about the proposal. The 
same thing was applicable to the CIA. The people in that magis- 
terial district overwhelmingly favored the construction of that build- 
ing. I think we can compare them to a proposal to construct a slaugh- 
terhouse in a community. If the slaughterhouse was large enough 
it would be a stimulant to the economy of the community, and the 
people would no doubt favor a large ‘industry, such as Armour & 
Co., coming in that community, but the people in the surrounding 
area in which it would be located would have something to say about 
it, and I think their views should be weighted a little more heavily 
than the community as a whole. 

In this questionnaire, I did take into consideration the people living 
in the 4- or 5-mile perimeter, and I found out they were 3 or 4 to 1 
in opposition to the construction of the airport. I recognized that this 
Fairfax County is a progressive district. They are not like dogs in a 
manger who want to sit there and prevent progress and not y ield to 
progress, but the people who are affected in Fairfax County, or who 
would be affected adversely by the construction of the airport, are over- 
whelmingly in opposition. The people not located near the proposed 
site are willing to take a chance so far as the economic advantage is 
concerned and therefore do not object to the airport. 

I think I represent properly the people of Fairfax County when I 
appear here today in opposition to the construction at this time. 


OPPOSITION OF FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


As pointed out by Mr. Rolfs here, the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors, every time they took a vote on this matter, adopted a 
resolution in opposition to it. 

So, in representing the people, I would say that the board of super- 

visors should be a little closer to what is good for the community inso- 
far as the construction of this airport is concerned than I am. It 
would be a nuisance and a hazard for what is now a quiet, peaceful 
residential community. 

It would place the whole northern Virginia area, which has been used 
largely as a bedroom for Washington, because it does not have the 
industry that it should pine oetnaagy of the proponents feel that this 
airport would stimulate industry, I doubt that it would—but if this 
airport is constructed, it would place the entire northern Virginia 
area ina crossfire of aircraft taking off and landing. 

My honie is approximately 6 or 7 miles from Nations il Airport and 
the few moments I am at home, I find that in carrying on a conversa- 
tion over the telephone, or watching television, the airplanes flying 
overhead would drown out the sound entirely. 

I receive letters practically every day from people objecting to the 
airplanes approaching and leaving National Airport. 

I can just visualize what it w ould be like if you placed that entire 
congressional district within the crossfire of the two airports approxi- 
mately 12 miles apart. That is not saying anything about what might 
happen when jet aircraft come into use as far as commercial aircraft 
are concerned. 

Senator Ropertson. As I found out one time, when jets were coming 
in and taking off they almost shake you out of bed. 
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Representative BroyuiL.. Senator, I find that the people who favor 
the airport do not have the same emotion in their favor of the airport 
as those who oppose it. ‘The ones who oppose it can see adverse effects, 
whereas those who favor it see great advantages to it. 

In regards to the helicopters that fly from Fort Belvoir to the 
Pentagon, which are required to fly 500 feet above the ground, they 
cannot fly over 500 feet because of other aircraft, the 1 esidents around 
the area are raising cain about that. That will not be alleviated by 
the construction of another airport in the area, 

I do not like to quarrel with the experts here, Mr. Chairman, about 
the necessity for additional air facilities. I just do not feel that all 
of the facilities we have available have been properly and thoroughly 
explored. 

As has been pointed out, I think most of the congestion is congestion 
in the air, not on the ground. I have not heard of any air crash on 
the ground that has caused any deaths. Certainly, the construction 
of 3 or 4 additional airports in the area I do not think possibly can 
relieve eee existing in the air. If we get some of the aircraft 
away from here, because all of it does not have to be within walking 
distance of Washington, the present congestion can be relieved. 


SUPPORT OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Toye. Would you favor Friendship Airport? 

Representative Broruiiu. Yes, sir: I would. 

Of course, Senator Butler and Senator Beall favor Friendship. I 
am in opposition to Burke. If Friendship is the answer as an alter- 
native, that is all right with me. Iam not certain it is the best. 

Senator Tuyr. You stated twice “at this time.” You used the ex- 
pression “at this time.” That is what led me to ask whether you 
wanted the airport at Friendship. because either you plan for new 
facilities or otherwise you are going to be constantly pressed by the 
fact that expansion of air travel and the need of facilities are on you, 
but you do not have it. 

Representative Broynm.. I thank the Senator for asking that ques- 
tion. I do not feel that the present facilities have been properly ex- 
plored. I think we should delay this action here today and further 
explore the thing and explore the possibilities that if a new airport 
needs to be constructed that new airport may well be a military airport, 
then we can go out 25 or 30 miles, because we do not have to be con- 
cerned with computing distance but only concerned with what is good 
military strategy. 

I do not consider Andrews Field as a sacred cow, by any means, for 
the Air Force. If we are going to consider $50 million for the construc- 
tion of an airport. why could we not use that for the construction of a 
military base? 

NATURE OF TERRAIN AT BURKE 


The terrain at Burke is not adaptable for the construction of an air- 
port. I was in the building business prior to coming to Congress. I 
would not use half of that land out there for development of residences, 
much less the extensive grading and reshaping of terrain necessary for 
the construction of an airport. If we could select the site where ter- 
rain is more suitable for a military air base we would not have to take 
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into consideration whether it was 20 minutes from F Street of 40 
minutes from F Street, which, of course, would not be necessary in 
planning military strategy. 

I suggest delaying action until next year, and giving Congress time 
to empire this matter further. 

I do not believe in the final analysis Congress would ever approve 
the construction of a civilian airport at Burke. 

Senator Truyr. However, here are the hearings of 1952 and the 

same language appeared in the hearing. 

Representative Broyimu.. What happened, though, Senator, in 4 
years, they did not take any action. The Department of Commerce, 
the Bureau of the Budget have come down here in the closing weeks 
of this Congress. Why did they not take action back in January or 
at the beginning of the 84th Congress? Certainly, the House has not 
had any opportunity to take action on this. I do not believe the ap- 
propriation request was even sent to the House of Representatives. 


DISCUSSION ON HOUSE FLOOR 


Of course, we discussed this matter on the floor the other day in 
talking about the supplemental appropriation bill when a couple of 
members talked in favor of Burke, and we dared them to offer the 
amendment on the floor of the House to appropriate money for the 
construction of Burke. They did not dare do it because they knew 
the House would not approve it. 

The Appropriations Committee of the House is not giving consider- 
ation to this. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the strategy is that your committee might 
appropriate the money and our House conferees might yield on it in 
conference and might slip it through in the conference report on the 
floor of the House. 

I am on record as stating that if funds are included in the confer- 
ence report, we are going to oppose the conference report when it 
comes back to the House. 

I believe if the House is able to act its will on this appropriation, 
it would be defeated this year or certainly would not be approved. 

So I would like to suggest to the committee rather than to act in 
haste here in the closing days without having given the House a 
chance to act properly, that we will postpone this and we will explore 
these facilities a great deal more and see if it is in the best interest 
of the country to construct an airport at Burke. 

One final point, Mr. Chairman. I represent that district, I am 
speaking officially for the people of that district. Senator Robertson 
and Senator Byrd are the two Senators from the State, and I under- 
stand they are both in opposition to this appropriation. So are the 
Senators and the Members of Congress from Maryland. 

I do not believe there are any Members of Congress who are more 
concerned with the welfare and the safety and the economic advances 
of the people of this area than we people who represent the people of 
this area. We certainly have the national interest at heart as well as 
the people loc ally. 

I just think it would be somewhat improper for our will or our 
desires in representing these people to be ignored by the Congress 
at this time, cert: unly by acting on an appropriation of this type in 
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haste without Congress being given an opportunity to explore the 
matter thoroughly. 

That concludes my testimony. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you for your statement. 


PRIOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON PROPOSAL 


Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Chairman, I asked the staff of the committee 
to prepare a brief statement of former action on this matter. I ask 
that it be inserted at this time showing the refusal of Congress to 
act in the 81st Congress and in the 82d Congress with recitals as to the 
specifics as to the refusal of Congress to act. 

Chairman Haypen. That will be included in the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


ADDITIONAL WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


Sist Congress, 2d session 


Senate Document 106 of August 25, 1950, transmitted estimate of $2,150,000. 
Heard in Senate committee (supplemental for 1951). 
Senate committee report No. 2567 on H. R. 9526 recommended $2,150,000. 
Conference Report 3096, item reported in disagreement. 
Public Law 843, approved September 27, 1950, appropriated $1 million. 

82d Congress, 2d session 
House Document 348 transmitted estimate of $1,660,000. 


House Report 1503 of March 7, 1952, allowed $1,400,000. Item was eliminated 
on House floor. 


Senate Report 1454 of April 10, 1952, disallowed the item. 


83d Congress, 1st session 


President’s budget (January 1953) transmitted request of $1,660,000. 
Deleted in budget revision by executive branch of Government. 


BALTIMORE, Mp., ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 
STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN T. McHUGH, AVIATION DIRECTOR 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Franklin McHugh of the Baltimore As- 
sociation of Commerce. 

Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. McHuan. No, I do not, Senator. 

Chairman Haypen. Time is running short. We will be glad to hear 
you though. 

Mr. McHven. I will be quite brief. 

My name is Franklin McHugh. I am aviation director of the Balti- 
more Association of Commerce, which has taken an interest in this so- 
called additional airport for Washington since originally proposed in 
1949. 

The Association of Commerce has gone on record several times in 
past years against the Burke appropriation. 

In order to begin, I would like to read very briefly two paragraphs 
which contain some of the ideas that our aviation bureau of the asso- 
ciation has developed, and helps to bring out certain points. 
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HARDING REPORT 







The first paragraph is from the aviation facilities study called the 
Ilarding report, made to the Bureau of the Budget. One paragraph 
on airports by Fred Glass: 

The airport should be regarded as an integral part of a national aviation 
facility system but it is too often evident that airport planning is primarily based 
on local considerations which, in many instances, are not properly related to na- 
tional objectives. 

One more paragraph by N. E. Halaby, who is vice chairman of the 
aviation facilities study group, so-called Harding committee, men- 
tioned recently ina talk before a technical group: 










Major airports must become components of a national aviation facility system 
matching the characteristics of aircraft, traffic control, navigation, and com- 
munications rather than being mere local community projects. 

This is not a local problem. We talk to people here in Washington 
and they say, “We will run our airport; Baltimore, you run your air- 
port.” It is not a Washington problem. This is not a second Wash- 
ington airport. This is an additional airport for the area. 

As proof of that, I would like to submit the estimated percentage 
of passengers ticketed in Baltimore but boarding initial flight at 
Washington National Airport. I think this demonstrates what Balti- 
more has to do, what percentage of people, passengers, have to come 
down here for convenient airline service. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean you want this to appear in the 
record ? 

Mr. McHueun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. How many pages / 

Mr. McHucau. Just one page. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

















Estimated percentaye of passengers ticketed in Baltimore but boarding initial 
flight at Washington National Airport 








Percent | Percent 
Pena To nk aes End i ater St 8 ade 15 
CONNER ie kee eee BE 1 OE Bie enn ne weeienne 6-7 
TN arg hg Bi a a td 40 | United_____ Sade piensa 30 






Souree: Local sales managers of the principal airline offices in Baltimore, June 1956. 







Mr. McHvan. I would like to mention one other thing about subur- 
ban Maryland. If an airport is built down in Burke, Va., to a good 
extent we are not only overlooking the convenience of the Baltimore 
metropolitan area but we are also overlooking approximately 582,000 
residents of suburban Washington, in Prince Georges and Montgomery 
counties. 

If a Burke airport is built these people will be just as close in time 
to Friendship Airport as they would be to Burke. 












AIRPORT 





EXPANSION OF WASHINGTON NATIONAL 









Now, I would like to comment briefly about Washington National 
Airport. As Mr. Lowen mentioned, right now they are making plans 
to expand its capacity 15 percent. They are spending approximately 
53 million on improvements and, more important, on these changes to 
enable it te handle more traffic when, at a time right now, we are dis- 
cussing here ways of alleviating that traffic. They are putting high- 
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speed taxiway-turnoffs, more gate positions, baggage room expansion, 
terminal facilities added. It is like plugging a ‘Teaking boat when you 
start spending money and making changes at Nation: al Airport for it 
to absorb more traffic. 

I would like to comment briefly about Burke. What do the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, CAA and the ATA want at Burke? They want 
an intercontinental airport there, an airport that will handle interna- 
tional airlines. ‘These carriers will fly over from the Atlantic, come 
right down, right over Friendship Airport, which has those facilities 

right tod: ay, and land at Burke Airport. It is my personal opinion 
it is a waste of money for them to fly an additional 30 or 40 miles when 
they could have made their penetration and landed already. 


PARALLEL RUNWAYS 


Another thing, parallel runways. Senator Holland was very care- 
ful in asking this morning about parallel runways. Parallel runways 
enable an airport to t riple i its capacity, not double it. 

I think it should be brought to the attention of this group in the 
room that rather than build an airport at Burke and just build one 
north-south runway and one east-west runway to take this overflow 
from National Airport, they are proposing to put in an airport there 
that will handle 3 or 4 times what National Airport could handle. 


Building Burke would simply bring more planes into the area, con- 
gestion will increase. 


REMOVAL OF ANTIAIRCRAFT INSTALLATIONS 


Now a comment on hidden cost in construction. Out there in the 
Burke Airport there are many antiaircraft sites, there are a few Nike 
missile sites, and there are Air Force radar stations over there. ‘Those 
are things that are going to have to be moved. I do not know how 
much it will cost to move those places but I think that should be in- 
vestigated, too. 

Now, not only are we concerned as taxpayers about construction 
cost but we have to think about operational cost. When you put an 
airport in you have to run the tower, you have to run the navigational 
facilities. That is cost that goes in every year plus maintenance. 
Therefore, I would like to ask this question: Is Burke just another 
airline subsidy with these recurring costs ? 

It seems to me also that in building Burke you are not going to be 
able to get the full utilization that you would out of some of our other 
newer airports like Friendship, Fort Worth, and Pittsburgh, and 
others. 

In building a Burke Airport you can only move in two small sectors 
to get in and out of that airport. Y ou cannot approach from certain 
avenues at all. It is my personal opinion that although traffic will be 
handled capably by radar, by expert controllers, who will have to be 
moved in there. at the same time you will not get the utilization that 
you could out of another airport. 


CAPACITY OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Chairman Haypen. Is the Baltimore City Airport being used to 
its full capacity at this time? 
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Mr. McHveun. No, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Has there been any increase in the use of it 
either for passenger or freight ? 

Mr. McHwvar. I have those { figures I could pass on up to you. 

Chairman Haypen. What I am trying to get at is, if it was made a 
joint airport or whatever term may be used—— 

Mr. McHvcu. The term is “coterminal.” 

Chairman Haypen. If that were done, how long would it be before 
that airport would be so crowded that we would still need another one? 

Mr. McHvueu. Not in the foreseeable future. I would like to com- 
ment on that very briefly. Later I plan on coming to that. 

Chairman Haypren. If the need does arise, will there be room there 
for expansion ? 

Mr. McHwven. Yes, sir. The master engineering plan of Friend- 
ship Airport has taken into full consideration the necessary develop- 
ment of the airport as time goes on. Parallel runways can be laid 
down in two different directions. 


ACCOM MODATION OF JET PLANES AT FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Rozerrson. It has ground enough for runways to accommo- 
date jet planes / 

Mr. McHwvan. Yes, sir. 

I would like to ask one further question. Does it not seem ridiculous 
to build an airport that is not located between these two big metro- 
politan areas? TI can see 10 years from now, people will say, “Why 
in the heck was it not built between the two cities?” It seems to me it 
is a question we will be faced with to answer in a few years from now. 

Senator Ture. Might I ask this question: What is the length of 
your runways ? 

Mr. McHven. The primary instrument runway is 9,400. 

Senator Tryrr. Does it need to be lengthened ? 

Mr. McHven. That particular runway can be lengthened as can the 
other runways. 

Senator Truyr. Without vacating other properties or a lot of exca- 
vation ? 

Mr. McHuen. There are good overruns on all the ends of the run- 
Ways. 

1 would like to comment briefly about Friendship Airport. 1 
covered a lot of the points right here in some of these questions. It 
is one of the newest postwar airports in the country and it ranks with 
places like Pittsburgh, Idlewild, Fort Worth, and others. The master 
laa is well carried out. 

Senator Hottanp. How much did it cost ? 

Mr. McHuen. As mentioned earlier-—— 


COST OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Tuyr. The question was asked here by Senator Ferguson 
and the question was asked of Mr. Lee. He referred to $15,500,000. 
Senator O’Connor stated that $3 million out of the $15 million was 
Federal funds. 

Mr. McHuen. To the hest of my knowledge, that is correct. 

Senator Tuyr. That is here in the 1952 hearing. 
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Mr. McHuen. Actually, the terminal building cost a little over $3 
million, so you might say the city of Baltimore built the airport, the 
Federal Government built the terminal building. 

Senator DworsHax. How was the money raised by the city of Balti- 
more ¢ 

Mr. McHuen. I am not sure about that. I was out of the town at 
the time. When I first became associated in this job, a year ago, it 
was told to me that we would naturally fight the Burke Airport. 1 
thought the best thing to do would inv estigate for the good of the 
country. Is that the tight thing to do? Are we wrong in denying 
Washington or this region of a ‘terminal that perhaps is one of the 
last chances to get land close to downtown W ashington? But on 
looking into the figures, I think you will find out that W: ashington 
National plus Friendship Airport can absorb all the traffic of the 
foreseeable future. 

Now, Mr. Lowen commented this morning, and Mr. Rothschild 
commented this afternoon, saying that studies showed that possibly 
by 1960 Friendship Airport itself would become saturated. 

However, I think their figures were in error. 

I would like them to check me if I am wrong, but I would like to 
point out simply this; I have the figures here, the breakdown of the 
movements at the airport since it has been active in 1951. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT TRAFFIC 


For instance, 1955 had 132,000 takeoffs and landings at Friendship 
Airport. However of that bunch of 132,000, only 37,281 were com- 
mercial carriers. A good bit of them were Air Force and Army, Navy 
planes; also, a very good bit of them are airliners checking out pilots 
and new equipment, shooting approaches, coming down here from 
New York or from Was hington on practice approaches, so 37,281 is the 
amount that we should work with, not the total number of move- 
ments. 

Senator Ho~tanp. You mean that much of this other movement 
could be detoured elsewhere in the event the movement for commercial 
reasons to the airport becomes greater ? 

Mr. McHveu. A good perce nee of it could. 

I would like to submit these figures for the record. 

Chairman Haypenx. They may be put in the record. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


Atr traffic activity at Friendship International Airport 
a ! / I 


Total for vear— 





1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 
_— — — 7 ea —_ om —— 
Carrier 39, 782 38, 633. | 10, 628 | 37, 827 37. 281 
USA F-Army 1,779 11,358 | 14.840 | 17, 206 20, 755 
Navy 1, 448 3, 082 | 3, 730 | 3, 626 2,758 
Civil 7, 800 9, 288 | 12,317 | 14. 140 15, 698 
Locals: | | 
USAF-Army.--- 5, 886 | 22,176 | 32, 631 | 30, 127 | 42, 414 
Navy 2,797 | 7, 924 10, 570 8, 338 6, 500 
Civil 7, 162 5, 825 6, 388 4, 182 6, 874 
Total_- 69, 654 98, 286 121, 104 115, 446 | 132, 280 


Source: Baltimore City Department of Aviation. 
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Mr. McHfucu. I would like to point out, too, that the Air Research 
and Development Command, Air Force unit, located in Baltimore 
have now declared their intention to move to Andrews Air Force 
Base. Therefore a large percentage of your Air Force movements 
at Friendship will be eliminated within a short time. 

At the same time the Air National Guard unit in Baltimore is lo- 
cated aonemertr at the airport and are due to move out in about 
nae ye So that is going to take off a good percentage of your 
military Saal at the Friendship Airport. 

I would like to submit first for the record the total number of air 
carriers incoming and outgoing at Friendship. 

In 1955 it was some 327,000, which is, I believe, a little bit more 
than Washington National took in in the past month. In other words, 
they get as many in amonth as we get ina year. 

(The information referred to follows :) 





Total air carrier passengers incoming and outgoing at Friendship airport 








OT Ni rh eo a S27, G01 | 1962... a hE a 8 234, 597 
a re 305, ! 542 | OE os a IN ae ra ai eas 211, 236 
ce eee 


Source: Baltimore City Department of Aviation. 


TO FRIENDSHIP 





TRAVEL TIME 





Mr. McI{ucu. 1 would like to comment about commuting time. 
We have made extensive studies and I have one thing I would like 
to submit for the record. It is a study by the Maryland State Roads 
Commission on commuting time from the Airport Administration 
Building at Friendship Airport down the new Washington-Baltimore 
expressway. At that time they established 36 minutes. We have 
backed it up with numerous tests of our own and it still comes out 36 
minutes, 

At the same time we did make studies from points in Washington, 
LD). C., computing time to Friendship Airport. I have a little map here 
that I have made up, with lines drawn through, that shows commuting 
time from various parts of Washington. These are average times. 

One further thing I would like to point out is that every improve 
ment im highways that takes place this side of the Potomac River 
helps move Friendship Airport closer to Washington. 

The Kenilworth interchange out here on the expressway will con- 
nect Anacostia up the River Road on to the expressway in a very short 
time. Other little changes, a br idge added he re, 2 dual lane here, he ‘Ip 
to bring that airport closer to Washington. 

General Arnold mentioned this morning about National Airport, 
why people would object to going up to Friendship Airport and then 
getting on a plane to New York City. There has been no contention 
raised by the advocates of Friendship Airport that it be used for the 
short-haul flights. 

Now, the limousine service from Friendship Airport to downtown 
Baltimore figures 60 minutes to National Airport. They have said 
that they would run a 65-minute schedule from the Hotel Statler to 
Friendship Airport if Friendship were to be used as an additional air- 
port in this area. That 65 minutes would include your 15-minute 
checkout time. There can be many changes in addition to improve- 
ments along the highways that will move Friendship closer. 
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For instance, just raising the speed limit 5 miles an hour will move 
it 4 or 5 minutes closer. 

Now, the time at Burke has been mentioned in previous hearings as 
31 minutes. This is from the Statler. The time to Friendship Air- 
port from that point averages 47 minutes. There is a difference of 16 
minutes. 

We ask this question: Is that worth $50 million or something on the 
order of $3 million a minute ? 

The airlines evidently did not think it was, out in Detroit. Ina 
joint letter to the mayor of Detroit and the county highway engi- 
neer, six carriers stated that it was their considered judgment that 
the benefit to the traveling public saving 10 to 12 minutes travel time 
to downtown Detroit was ‘not sufficient to warrant the expenditure of 

$50 million for equipping Wayne Airport for all airline use. 

The group did observe it did not include necessary costs, such as 
fueling, necessary roadways and navigational aids. 

Baltimore does not want to make money through Friendship Air- 
port. They are just interested in their air transportation, getting good 
air transportation. 

In conclusion, I would like to say this. I believe that the expan- 
sion of Washington Airport should stop. It is a waste of money. 
We say Friendship International Airport should be named as co- 
terminal. It should be given a try. I am not referring to Secre- 
tary Weeks’ recent declaration it be named an alternate. To us that 
does not mean anything. We say it should be named as a coterminal. 
By using Friendship, you will alleviate congestion immediately. You 
will solve your transportation problems. You will save money in con- 
struction and in operating costs—hidden costs. 

Chairman Haypen. Is Mr. Beecken here, of the Baltimore commit- 
tee? 

Tue GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE, INC. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY BEECKEN, AVIATION CONSULTANT 
OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Brecken. My name is Henry Beecken. My office address is 
1333 G Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

I have been associated with commercial aviation for over 13 years. 
From the spring of 1945 to the spring of 1948 I was director of eco- 
nomic research and planning for Capital Airlines. Since about March 
of 1948 I have been an aviation consultant, doing work for a good 
many airlines, and a good many cities. I also list several underwrit- 
ing and brokerage firms as clients for advice on air transport in- 
vestments. 

I am appearing in opposition to the construction of the proposed 
Burke Airport, on behalf of the Greater Baltimore Committee. First, 
let me say a word about this committee. 

The Greater Baltimore Committee is a nonstock, nonprofit corpora- 
tion, duly organized under the laws of Maryland. It is limited to 100 
members consisting of civic-minded individuals and corporations in 
Baltimore. It was organized a little over 2 years ago. Its sole pur- 
pose is to make Baltimore a better city in every respect, both eco- 
nomically and culturally. 


illineae 
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This committee is much concerned about the service being provided 
to Baltimore by the airlines certificated to serve it. About 4 or 5 
months ago the committee hired me to study this situation and ad 
vise them as to what to do about it. 














OF SITUATION AT BALTIMORE 





ANALYSIS AIRLINI 







I have completed my analysis of the airline situation at Baltimore. 
It will be a 125-page document covering all phases of air service and 
copies will be available for distribution by Wednesday. I would like 
to give you a few of my findings, factually supported, which should 
be given consideration in the matter before you. 

First, let me point. out that the 1950 census shows Baltimore to be 
the 12th largest metropolitan area of the United States. I have ex- 
amined the economic data concerning the city, apart from merely the 
number of inhabitants, and am convinced that Baltimore could be a 
good airline city provided it received an adequate amount of air serv- 
ice, Which it doesn’t. Keep in mind that this is a city of 1,500,000 
people. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the metropolitan population ? 

Mr. Brecken. In 1950 it was only 1,537,000. ILowever, the latest 
estimates are a nulhon and a half. 

A million and a half is a lot of people. It isa big metropolitar 
area. 





















AIR PASSENGER VOLUME 









When it comes to air passenger volumes, however, we find that this 
2th largest city ranks 388th among airline cities. In this respect the 
Baltimore air passenger volume is about the same as that of Syracuse, 
or Nashville, Tenn., cities one-fourth the size of Baltimore. Mem- 
phis, with a population one-third that of Baltimore, exceeds Balti- 
more with respect to the volume of passengers. 

The reason for this is well known. I have known it for more than 
10 years and it is known by everyone in the industry in a position to 
know about these matters. The service given Baltimore is com- 
pletely inadequate in every respect. 

Here area few facts on this subject : 

(1) Baltimore ranks 44th among all airline cities with respect to 
air transport arrivals and departures. Albuquerque, Birmingham ; 
Charleston, W. Va.; Charlotte, N. C.; Columbus, Ohio; Fort Worth, 
Memphis, Nashville, Richmond, Shreveport, and many other cities 
much smaller than Baltimore get more air service. 

This situation for Baltimore is steadily getting worse. In 1948 the 
city ranked 23d among all cities with respect to transport movements ; 
then 29th in 1950, 39th in 1953, and now 44th in 1955. 

(2) Furthermore, the service is not only poor in volume but alse 
in quality. Practically all the service is with twin-engine equipment, 
With some service with the unpressurized, absolete DC—4. In 1955 
there were only 702 departures or less than 2 per day with modern 
pressurized 4-engine equipment. 

(3) F nally, the schedules themselves are no good. No experienced 
traveler will use them except for short-haul points. I can defimtely 
prove that about. 50 percent of the traffic getting on or off at Baltimore, 
except for the Baltimore-New York traffic, must change planes largely 
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at Washington. However, I am positive that if the facts were known, 
the figure would be closer to 100 percent than to 50 percent. 

(4) In conclusion my report estimates that if Baltimore were given 
good service, Baltimore traffic would triple in volume. 

Now why does this appalling situation exist? The answer to this 
is also well known. Baltimore is too close to Washington. New 
York is the most important airline city and Washington is the fifth. 
There is a great amount of traffic between these cities. That traffic 
wants to go nonstop. Then, too, it is the practice of the airlines to 
serve New York and Washington on the same flight and then proceed 
nonstop to Miami, Dallas, Los Angeles, or other important long-haul 
points. Thus they can take care of the local New York-Washington 
traffic plus the long-haul needs of these two cities. But a stop at 
Baltimore would be an inconvenience to such traffic, so no stop at 
Baltimore. 

I fully appreciate the thinking of the airlines and the traveling 
public. I, too, like to go nonstop to wherever I want to go. But how 
about the people in Baltimore and its visitors? This is a big city. 
These people are taxpayers. (Good air transportation is important 
to the economic and social welfare of the city and its people. Some- 
thing has got to be done for Baltimore to put it on the air map. 

The solution, Mr. Senators, is in your hands. Cast aside this Burke 
proposal and name Friendship as the second airport for Washington. 
You will be providing a great boon to Baltimore, to which they are 
entitled, and you will not be doing a disservice to Washington. 

Friendship would make an excellent airport for Washington. It is 
available right now. There is plenty of room for all the traffic esti- 
mated for Burke for 1965 and then some. The runways are sufficient 
to handle the large jets to see service in 1959 and 1960. There is room 
for additional runways, if necessary, at comparatively little cost in 
terms of the ultimate cost of construction at Burke. The airport area 
is properly zoned. 

Limousine service can be provided easily within 60 minutes. The 
actual driving time from the Statler to Friendship is 45 minutes. The 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway provides speedy transit. Plans are 
underway to improve access to this highway from downtown Wash- 
ington points. 

This 60 minutes is common and often exceeded in so many important 
United States cities. Here are a few samples: 


GROUND TIMES BETWEEN DOWNTOWN AND AIRPORTS 


Ground times at other cities between downtown and airport: Total 
ground time (scheduled limousine departure prior to flight time: 
Boulder City, Nev., 90 minutes; Chicago, O’Hare, 90 minutes; Evans- 
ton, Ill., 90 minutes: Chicago, Midway, 75 minutes; Miami Beach, 
75 minutes; Detroit, Willow Run, 65 minutes. 

Incidentally, Detroit, Willow Run, is 32 miles from downtown. 

Now, to name just a few other cities: St. Louis, 60 minutes; Cincin- 
nati, 60 minutes; Cleveland, 60 minutes; Fort Worth, 60 minutes; 
Frankfort, 60 minutes; Knoxville, Tenn., 60 minutes; Los Angeles 
International, 60 minutes; Minneapolis, 60 minutes; New Orleans, 60 
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minutes; Pittsburgh, 60 minutes; St. Paul, 60 minutes; San Fran- 
cisco, 60 minutes; Seattle, 60 minutes; Toledo, 60 minutes; Vancouver, 
60 minutes; Williamsport, 60 minutes. 

Source: Tables in the Official Airline Guide. 

Since these cities can live with an airport 60 minutes or more from 
downtown, then socan Washington. This being the case, the people of 
these cities should not be asked to help pay for another airport for 
Washington when Friendship is available for free. 


GROUND TIME AT MINNEAPOLIS 


Senator Torr. How long a time in Minneapolis? 

Mr. Beecken. 60 minutes is what they require. 

Senator Torr. Where did you get your figures? 

Mr. Beecken. These figures which I am reading—— 

Senator ‘nye. I hope the others are more accurate than what you 
just read about Minneapolis and St. Paul. 

Mr. Bercxen. Senator, if you look in Northwest’s timetable, the 
departure time which they have set in the timetable is what I am 
reading. 

Senator Ture. If you were trying to make a similar comparison, 
what departure time do you anticipate they would allow from Wash- 
ington to Friendship ? 

Mr. Beecken. I said I think it would be the same 

Senator Taye. You would think, but I would ask respectfully to 
say to you that your testimony is not very convincing to me if you say 
that you allow an hour from Minneapolis and St. Paul when you say 
“the same for Friendship,” you are not convincing tome. That is the 
reason I am calling this to your attention. 

Mr. Beecken. Senator, I am thoroughly familiar with both Min- 
neapolis and St. Paul. I did a lot of work for Northwest Airlines. 
All I am doing here is listing the times shown on the Official Airline 
Guide. 

Senator Ture. That is right, but I asked you the question, what do 
you think you would have to have for Friendship under a similar 
schedule ? 

Mr. Brecxen. Under a similar schedule I would say 65 minutes 
because it is the same distance from Willow Run to downtown Detroit. 

Senator Ture. Wait a minute. You are jumping over into Michi- 
gan. I would rather have you on the home ground. As long as you 
are making a comparison with Friendship, I thought we w ould just 
stay back there in St. Paul-Minneapolis and not go over into Willow 
Run. I just wanted to tell you that your figure is not quite convincing. 
and I have been following you, but when you give me that compari- 
son and telling me it is about 65 minutes required time to Fr iendship 
from here on the same comparative time, et cetera, for the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul, I just was not paying much attention to the other figures. 

Mr. Brecken. I have made the run from downtown to St. Paul m: iny 
times. 

Senator Tuyr. Then you would have to blush in making that state- 
ment. 

Mr. Berecxen. These times, you see, allow you to check in, you see. 

Senator Ture. And that is your distance to Friendship and requires 
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minutes of actual driving time to Friendship, then your comparison 
here is a little bit off the beam. 

Mr. Berecxen. I have made the run out to Friendship and allowing 
15 minutes for checking time, I should think you would be able to 
make it within 65 minutes. 

Senator Tuyr. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. Breecxen. The people of Virginia do not want the airport. They 
will still have available to them excellent service out of W ashington 
National. 

What then is the argument in favor of Burke? It boils down simply 
to this. From the Statler the ground transportation time is supposed 
to be 15 minutes shorter to Burke than to Frie ndship. Is 15 minutes 
so important that we have to spend over $50 million to save it? 

Furthermore, that 15 minutes does not apply to the people living in 
Prince Georges or Montgomery County, or others in the northern part 
of the District. Friendship would be closer for them. 

(nother item that should be remembered is that the second airport 
will be the airport for the jets and long-haul traffic. To such traffic 
15 minutes is unimportant. 


PAN AMERICAN PLANS TO USE FRIENDSITIP 


T might add here that Pan American World Airways has exactly 
the same opinion as mine with respect to the usefulness of Friendship 
as an airport to serve the entire Washington-Baltimore area. There 
is a case now before the CAB involving ‘additional service primarily 
—— Boston, New York, Phil: adelphia, Baltimore, Washington, 
and Miami. Just this last week, in final oral argument before the 
Board, Pan American, an applic ant, requested the Board to allow it to 
serve both Washington and Baltimore by one airport—Friendship. 

When two cities, as close together as B: utimore and Washington, are 
served separately, the service to one is impaired to the benefit of the 
stronger of the two. Where service is reasonably provided to both 
Via one point, then service should be so rendered in equity to both. 
That opportunity exists at Friendship. 

In closing, I would like to say that you will benefit more people and 
save the taxpayers a substanti: al amount of money by naming Friend- 
ship as Washington’s second airport and discard the plans for Burke. 

Senator. there were some statements made by the ATA and CAA 
that I think need a little clarification. 

I think you asked the question. I think I have some figures that 
would be of help to you if I can take a minute to give them to you. 

Chairman Haypren. What is their nature? 

Mr. Beecken. The statement was made that Baltimore is expanding 
so rapidly that it could not take the additional volume or addition: al 
burden of Washington traffic. That is the reason they need Burke. 
The witness who preceded me indicated that much of the military 
movement is out of there and that all the traffic that is in there at 
present is only about 37,000 air carrier movements. 

Now. there has been absolutely no growth in air carrier movements 
from 1950, actually from 1938. Actually, the movements are lower 
there. 
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Chairman Haypen. I think that fact is well understood. We thank 
you for your statement, sir. 










LETTER FROM DIRECTOR OF ARLINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 






We have a letter from the managing director of the Arlington 
Chamber of Commerce who asked to be heard but could not be here. 
My understanding is that he-is in favor of this appropriation. 

Senator Hotaxp. We might ask him to submit a statement. It 
does not indicate what his position is. 

Chairman Haypen. We will put his letter in the record for what it 
is worth, 
(The letter 














referred to follows:) 


ARLINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMER( EK, 
{rlington, Va.. July 13, 1956. 







lion. CARL HAYDEN, 
Senator, State of Arizona, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

DEAR SENATOR: It has been reported to us that you, as chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, will soon begin to hold hearings of the subject 
of the Burke Airport. The Arlington Chamber of Commerce, as are other cham 
bers in northern Virginia, is extremely interested in this matter. In fact, we 
have taken a decided position on this subject and would like to state that posi- 
tion before your committee. 

We would, therefore, greatly appreciate your office advising us as to when this 
hearing will begin and when we could appear. Your advice will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 











RosertT J. JOHNSON, 
Vanaging Director. 






Chairman Haypen. Is Mr. Reisner, chairman of Homeowners Op- 
posed toa Jet Airport in Fairfax ¢ ‘ounty present ¢ 
Mr. Reisner. Yes, sir. 




















HOMEOWERS OPPOSED TO A JET AIRPORT IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 







STATEMENT OF ERNEST W. REISNER, CHAIRMAN 





TO BURKE 





OPPOSITION ATRPORT 





Chairman Haypen. Do you have a prepared statement, sir? 
Mr. Reisner. Yes, sir; I have. 

Chairman Haypen. We would like to have it in the record. If you 
will be as brief as you possibly can, we will appreciate it very much. 
Could you highlight it / 

Mr. Reisner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Ernest W. Reisner, chairman of a group of Fairfax County residents 
who are opposing the construction of an airport at Burke, Va. | 
creatly appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you in op posi- 
tion toan airport at Burke, and wish to convey as well the : appreciation 
felt by the members of our committee and the many other residents of 
Fairfax County who have expressed opposition to the airport in ways 
which I shall describe to you. 

First, I should like to comment briefly on certain matters which are 
cited by some, from outside the county, as indicating that the people 
of Fairfax County favor the airport at Burke. The claim is made that 
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a poll conducted by Congressman Broyhill indicates that the people of 
Fairfax County desire the airport, and a bare return in favor of it is 
cited as proof. Congressman Broyhill commented on the matter of the 
poll which he condue ted. How ever, I should like to add one more brief 

comment, if I may. Ballots for the poll were mailed only to registered 
voters in Fairfax County, though some registered voters did not re- 

ceive them, there being an example of this i in my own family. How- 
ever, We believe it of great significance that thousands of people who 
have very recently moved into Fairfax County, and who vigorously 
oppose the airport, have not as yet become registered voters. Many 
have not had time to register, and some have unfortun: itely merely put 
it off. Had these people been included in such a poll, there can be no 
question but what the majority of those returning ballots in the poll 
would have been in opposition to the airport. 

It has been claimed that several citizens associations in the county 
have gone on record favoring the airport. A closer examination of the 
actions taken by these associations shows that they have gone on record 
favoring the county master plan, which has been a matter of great in- 
terest in the county for some time. This has been done with no specific 
endorsement of the airport included in the plan, or of other individual 
features of the plan, but rather as an endorsement of the principles of 
the plan as a whole. In fact some citizens associations have, while 
approving the master plan, actually gone on record as specifically op- 
posing the airport itself, 

I might say that I have debated that thing before a good many of 
these associations, made up of people who live in Fairfax C ounty. I 
have appeared on the platform speaking against Mr. Rolfs, who testi- 
fied here earlier, and against Roger Flynn of the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation, 

It has been the normal custom to take a vote afterward on a resolu- 
tion opposing or favoring the airport. I do not recall a single case 
where I lost the debate. 


OPPOSITION BY CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATIONS 


Senator Hlontanp. You said that some of the associations which had 
approved the master plan specifically disapproved the Burke Airport ? 

Mr. Reisner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Will you put the names of those in the record ? 

Mr. Reisner. One is the Springfield Citizens Association. I can 
put them in the record. 

It has been claimed that the Fairfax County Federation of Civic 
Associations has gone on record as favoring the airport. I have been 
advised by the current president and the previous president of that 
organization that this is not the case. The action taken by the federa- 
tion consisted of an endorsement in principle of the county master 
plan. It did not, I have been assured by both individuals, constitute, 
nor was it intended, to express specific approval of the airport. The 
association did, in fact, pass a resolution opposing the airport in 1952, 
and that position has never been modified. 

The Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce has gone on record 
favoring the airport. My committee happens to be in possession of 
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the membership list of the chamber at the time the vote was taken. 
Anyone, anywhere, can become a member of the chamber by paying $25 
and ¢é m purchase a maximum of 10 memberships, each entitled to ‘vote, 
by paying $25 for each membership. An analysis of the list which 
was current when the vote was taken shows many multiple member- 
ships held by firms from outside the county. For example, four par- 
ticular companies had a total of 27 votes. The action of the chamber 
(lid not reflect the attitude of the general public in Fairfax County. 

And now, if I may, I should like to review br iefly some of the evi- 
dence our organization has accumulated which shows that the people 
of Fairfax actually feel vigorously opposed to the airport. 

First, I should like to refer to the multitude of personal contacts I 
have made with the residents of Fairfax County during the past several 
months. Many people, not previously known to me, have telephoned 
me at my home on learning of my chairmanship of the committee, 
offering their support and lending encouragement to our efforts to op- 
pose the airport. I have made it a point to speak to strangers in public 
conveyances and in other places where a cross section of public opinion 

can be obtained. These contacts have indicated overwhelming op- 
position to the airport on the part of the general public. 

I have addressed numerous citizens associations in the county. Dur- 
ing these meetings, as I outlined the consequences of an airport at 
Burke, it has been very clear that the homeowners of the county, on 
learning of the injury to which they may be subjected, have expressed 
strong disapproval. Many such associations have adopted resolutions 
in opposition to the airport by overwhelming majority votes. 


FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Next, there is the record of the Fairfax County Board of Super- 
visors. That body has, on six different occasions, gone on record 
either unanimously or by large majority as being opposed to the air- 
port. The latest vote took place on June 20, 1956, and it should be 
noted occurred after a large change had been ——" in the member- 
ship of the board as a result of the election last ye The vote was 
5 to 1 in opposition to the airport, and I might saa ‘that took place 
after the board had considered the information submitted to them by 
Mr. Rolfs. 

Last, I wish to point out the fact that approximately 3,000 residents 
of the county have expressed their disapproval in snaabes manner. I 
refer to a petition circulated by the committee of which I am chair- 
man by which these 3,000 persons indicated their disapproval in writ- 
ing. No such petition was circulated in 1951, when the question of an 
airport at Burke first appeared. I cite the present petition, and the 
large number of signatures it bears, as evidence of the fact that oppo- 
sition to the airport at Burke is much greater today than when the 
question first arose in 1951. 


NOISE OF JET PLANES 


The people of Fairfax County are greatly concerned over the im- 
pact of an airport on their homes and on the future development of 
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the county. We have learned of the approach of the multiengine jet 
plane, the Boeing 707 and the Douglas DC-8, now on order in sub- 
stantial quantities for delivery to all of the major airlines serving 
Washington. The noise of jet planes has become familiar to all of 
us, and according to General Nathan F, Twining, United States Air 
Force Chief of Staff, in addressing a jet age ¢ onference held in Wash- 
ington last February, “We ain’t heard nothing yet.” Ground crews 
servicing jet planes are suffering impairment of their hearing due 
to the extreme noise. Intense efforts to develop noise suppressors 
have met with little success so far, as the greatest portion of the noise 
is generated, not in the engine itself, but ‘downstream, in the exhaust 
mixing region external to the engine. We are certain that jet engines 
passing over our homes will result in first, a severe annoyance, sec cond, 
a definite accident hazard, and third, depreciation in the value of our 
residential property. We have witnessed the press accounts of : 
tragic succession of jet plane crashes, such as that occurring last De- 
cember in Alaska when 14 people lost their lives, some due to a jet 
plane crashing into their homes, and the accidents occurring more re- 
cently at the St. Paul-Minneapolis, Minn., airport when many people 
lost their lives and several homes were destroyed due to the same type 
of accident. We have witnessed the action of the Federal Housing 
Administration in refusing to insure mortgages on homes within 3.7 
miles of a jet airport near San Diego, Calif. This has had a most 
disturbing effect on us. 


LETTER FROM FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


I would like to say I have a letter, an excerpt of which you have 
heard today, from Mr. Barringer of the Federal Housing Adminis- 


tration. I would like to insert that entire letter in the record. I 
would like to have the preceding paragraph of that letter read at this 
time. 

Chairman Haypen. I am sorry, but our time is limited. TI will 
appreciate very much if you will close as soon as you can. This 
hearing has gone on now three- -quarters of an hour longer than we 
intended. 

(The letter referred to fellows :) 


FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C... September 138, 1955. 
Hon. Pautr E. Brown, 
16th Judicial Circuit of Virginia, Fairfax, Va. 

Dear JuDGE Brown: We have been apprised of your interest in regard to 
mortgage insurance for homes in the vicinity of the proposed Burke Airport in 
Fairfax County, Va. 

Land use and growth patterns are revolutionalized by new airport develop- 
ments. There is usually no centralized control or planning of the areas surround- 
ing the airport. New supporting industries, fringe business activities, traffic 
arteries, utility lines encourage new residential development for the new source 
of employment. This causes an airport to have both extremes of land value, in- 
creased where suitable for industry and commercial, and decreased for residential 
use. Part of the residentiai depreciation is due to the unplanned, unzoned, hap- 
hazard type of commercial development which is as damaging as the nuisances 
of the airport itself. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 179 


The undesirable zones about an airport are difficult to determine and certainly 
eannot be predetermined. The nuisance may increase or decrease because of 
innovations in the aircraft industry. Each airport must be individually analyzed 
and reanalyzed as development of the airport proceeds. Runways may be added 
which causes a new approach zone. Until the airport reaches a stage of fixa- 
tion—which may mean it has become inadequate and obsolete—residential de- 
velopment within a minimum of 2 miles should be discouraged by mortgagees, 
real-estate interests, home builders, or Government mortgage insurance agencies. 
\reas between approach zones and in the outer glide-angle areas of approach 
zones are subject to depreciation because of the ever-changing aircraft industry 
and the addition of runways. 

The hazards and objectionable features of airports have been well analyzed 
and reported by the eminent Doolittle Committee, the Urban Land Institute, and 
the FHA in a bulletin, Analysis of Residential Properties Near Airports, and 
other publications. 

Specifically, with respect to any proposed residential development of land in 
the vicinity of the Burke Airport, Fairfax County, Va., FHA would consider 
applications for mortgage insurance on an individual basis. Fundamentally, we 
intend to discourage residential development of such land to the point of with- 
holding FHA approval. Only as unknown or unpredictable aspects of this or 
any airport are resolved by actual development of the airport, will we review our 
initial objections and findings. 

It is our cogent recommendation that the Home Builders Association of Metro- 
politan Washington and the Northern Virginia Home Builders Association work 
with the proper authorities as soon as the airport is authorized, to bring about 
controls, zoning, and the best master planning possible for the land adjacent to 
the Burke Airport. This will have more influence upon the acceptability of land 
for residential mortgage insurance than any other factor. 

Sincerely yours, 
THos. C. BARRINGER, Director. 


SUPPORT FOR USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Mr. Retsner. We find that these effects, which amount to personal 
sacrifices on our part, are difficult to reconcile with certain other fac- 
tors applicable to the current airport situation. We are acutely aware 
of the need to use additional air terminal facilities to serve Washing- 
ton. We do not, however, believe this necessarily means the construc- 
tion of a new airport in duplication of one already available. Friend- 
ship International Airport, situated just off a dual express highway 
into Washington, was 47 minutes driving time from the Statler Hotel 
in W ashington i in February 1955, and this time will be shortened when 
Highway improvements now under construction are completed in 12 
to 15 months. I refer to the Kenilworth Interchange and the River 
Road connections between the existing Washington-Baltimore Ex- 
pressway and the East Capitol Street Bridge over the Anacostia River, 
which was opened to traffic last November. When these highway im- 
provements are realized and the plans of the District of C olumbia 
Division of Highways for synchronized traffic lights and one-way 
streets paralleling East Capitol street are put into effect, Friendship 
International Airport will be as accessible from much of downtown 
Washington as an airport at Burke would be. Moreover, an acutely 
congested traffic situation on Shirley Highway during morning and 
evening rush hours would have to be relieved in some way before 
anything like reasonable driving time to an airport at Burke could 
he experienced at those hours. Morning and evening rush hour traf- 
fic on Shirley Highway has increased during the past 18 months to 
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such an extent that a comparison of driving times to Friendship and 
Burke sites made in February 1955, is utterly inapplicable today. <A 
differential of 15 minutes in favor of Burke is already subject to 
reexamination, and will be further reduced when the highway changes 
I have referred to are completed. 

We fail to understand how the addition of a fifth airport into a 
circular area having a radius of only 1114 miles can relieve air con- 
gestion rather than add to it. One of the primary considerations in- 
volved in the selection of a supplemental airport for Washington, 
D.C., has been the concern for ome of air traffic. 







DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE REPORT 


In the Department of Commerce report published in December of 
1955, violent exception was taken to a proposed site at Annandale, Va., 
on the basis of excessive congestion. The airport site proposed for 
Burke is but three and a fraction miles farther than the one at Annan- 
dale. We do not see how, if Annandale is an unsiutable site, due to 
serious air congestion, a point a mere three and a fraction miles away 
can be declared to be a source of no objection at all. It looks very un- 
reasonable to us. 

We cannot understand why a total of probably $75 million ultimate 
cost in view of the highways that will have to be rearranged in the 
State of Virginia, increasing the capacity of Shirley Highway, and 
other hidden costs which will not remain hidden very long, should be 
spent to build an additional air terminal for Washington which will 
destroy the value of our property, increase aerial congestion, and 
merely make it possible to reach an airport from downtown Washing- 
ton 5 to 10 minutes earlier than could be done by using an existing air- 
port which is already avaliable at no additional cost to the taxpayers. 

We believe that if an airport is constructed at Burke we face cer- 
tain financial loss in the value of our houses and possible tragic conse- 
quences as well. There simply are too many of us living there now to 
escape the one certain effect and the other possible result. We have 
moved out from Washington in enormous numbers since the Burke 
question first came up and was, we thought, settled. The situation is 
the reverse of many instances where communities are finding an air- 
port an undesirable neighbor, but where the airport was there first. 
In our situation, we were there first, and believed the airport a settled 
matter. Surely a solution can be found for this case where, fortunately 
the interest of the community involved coincides so closely with the 
continuing national requirement that the expenditure of large sums 
of money be avoided when less expensive alternatives are readily at 
hand, which will fill the same need. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


In concluding, I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of 
the committee, for the opportunity of expressing the feelings of my fel- 
low residents of Fairfax County. We respectfully request that funds 
for construction of the airport at Burke, Va., be denied. Thank you 
very much, sir. 

(Mr. Reisner’s prepared statement. follows :) 
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STATEMENT BY Ernest W. REISNER, CHAIRMAN, HOMEOWNERS OPPOSED TO A JET 
AIRPORT IN FAIRFAX COUNTY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Ernest W. Reisner, chair 
man of a group of Fairfax County residents who are opposing the construction of 
an airport at Burke, Va. I greatly appreciate this opportunity of appearing be- 
fore you in opposition to an airport at Burke, and wish to convey as well the 
appreciation felt by the members of our committee and the many other residents 
of Fairfax County who have expressed opposition to the airport in ways which 
] shall describe to you. 

First, I should like to comment briefly on certain matters which are cited by 
some from outside the county as indicating that the people of Fairfax County 
favor the airport at Burke. The claim is made that a poll conducted by Congress- 
man Broyhill indicates that the people of Fairfax County desire the airport, and 
a bare return in favor of it is cited as proof. Congressman Broyhill commented 
on the matter of the poll which he conducted. However, I should like to add one 
more brief comment, if I may. Ballots for the poll were mailed only to registered 
voters in Fairfax County, though some registered voters did not receive them, 
there being an example of this in my own family. However, we believe it of 
great significance that thousands of people who have very recently moved into 
Fairfax County, and who vigorously oppose the airport, have not as yet become 
registered voters. Many have not had time to register and some have unfortu- 
nately merely put it off. Had these people been included in such a poll, there 
can be no question but what the majority of those returning ballots in the poll 
would have been in opposition to the airport. 

It has been claimed that several citizens’ associations in the county have gone 
ou record favoring the airport. A closer examination of the actions taken by 
these associations shows that they have gone on record favoring the county master 
plan, which has been a matter of great interest in the county for some time. This 
has been done with no specific endorsement of the airport included in the plan, or 
of other individual features of the plan, but rather as an endorsement of the 
principles of the plan as a whole. In fact, some citizens’ associations have, while 
approving the master plan, actually gone on record as specifically opposing the 
airport itself. 

It has been claimed that the Fairfax County Federation of Civie Associations 


has gone on record as favoring the airport. I have been advised by the current 
president and the previous president that this is not the case. The action taken 
by the federation consisted of an endorsement in principle of the county master 
plan. It did not, I have been assured by both individuals, constitute, nor was it 


intended, to express specific approval of the airport. The association did, in fact, 
pass a resolution opposing the airport in 1952, and that position has never been 
modified. 

The Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce has gone on record favoring the 
airport. My committee happens to be in possession of the membership list of 
the chamber at the time the vote was taken, Anyone, anywhere, can become a 
member of the chamber by paying $25 and can purchase a maximum of 10 mem- 
berships, each entitled to vote, by paying $25 for each membership. An analysis 
of the list which was current when the vote was taken shows many multiple mem- 
berships held by firms from outside the county. For example, four particular com- 
panies had a total of 27 votes. The action of the chamber did not reflect the 
attitude of the general public in Fairfax County. 

And now, if I may, I should like to review briefly some of the evidence our 
organization has accumulated which shows that the people of Fairfax County 
actually feel vigorously opposed to the Airport. 

First, I should like to refer to the multitude of personal contacts I have made 
with the residents of Fairfax County during the past several months. Many 
people, not previously known to me, have telephoned me at my home on learn- 
ing of my chairmanship of the committee, offering their support and lending 
encouragement to our efforts to oppose the airport. I have made it a point to 
speak to strangers in public conveyances and in other places where a cross section 
of public opinion can be obtained. These contacts have indicated overwhelming 
opposition to the airport on the part of the general public. 

I have addressed numerous citizens associations in the county. During these 
meetings, as I outlined the consequences of an airport at Burke, it has been very 
clear that the homeowners of the county, on learning of the injury to which they 
may be subjected, have expressed strong disapproval. Many such associations 
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have adopted resolutions in opposition to the airport by overwhelming majority 
votes. 

Next, there is the record of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors. That 
body has, on six different occasions, gone on record either unanimously or by 

large majority as being opposed to the airport. The latest vote took place on 
June 20, 1956, and it should be noted occured after a large change had been effect- 
ed in the membership of the board as a result of the election last year. The 
vote was 5 to 1 in opposition to the airport. 

Last, I wish to point out the fact that approximately 3,000 residents of the 
county have expressed their disapproval in another manner. I refer to a petition 
circulated by the committee of which I am chairman by which these 3,000 persons 
indicated their disapproval in writing. No such petition was circulated in 1951, 
when the question of an airport at Burke first appeared. I cite the present peti- 
tion, and the large number of signatures it bears, as evidence of the fact that oppo- 
sition to the airport at Burke is much greater today than when the question first 
arose in 1951. 

The people of Fairfax County are greatly concerned over the impact of an 
airport on their homes and on the future development of the county. We have 
learned of the approach of the multiengine jet plane, the Boeing 707 and the 
Douglas DC-8, now on order in substantial quantities for delivery to all of the 
major airlines serving Washington. The noise of jet planes has become familiar 
to all of us, and according to Gen. Nathan F. Twining, USAF, Chief of Staff, 
in addressing a jet-age conference held in Washington last February, “We ain’t 
heard nothing yet.” Ground crews servicing jet planes are suffering impairment 
of their hearing, due to the extreme noise. Intense efforts to develop noise sup- 
pressors have met with little success as far, as the greatest portion of the noise 
is generated, not in the engine itself, but downstream, in the exhaust-mixing 
region external to the engine. We are certain that jet planes passing over our 
homes will result in first, a severe annoyance, second, a definite accident hazard 
and, third, depreciation in the value of our residential property. We have wit- 
nessed the press accounts of a tragic succession of jet-plane crashes, such as 
that occuring last December in Alaska when 14 people lost their lives, some due 
to a jet plane crahing into their homes, and the accidents occuring more recently 
at St. Paul-Minneapolis, Minn., airport when many people lost their lives and 
several homes were destroyed due to the same type of accident. We have wit- 
nessed the action of the Federal Housing Administration in refusing to insure 
mortgages on homes within 3.7 miles of a jet airport near San Diego, Calif. 
This has had a most disturbing effect on us. 

We find that these effects, which amount to personal sacrifices on our part, are 
difficult to reconcile with certain other factors applicable to the current airport 
situation. We are acutely aware of the need to use additional air terminal 
facilities to serve Washington. We do not, however, believe this necessarily 
means the construction of a new airport in duplication of one already avail- 
able. Friendship International Airport, situated just off a dual express high- 
way into Washington was 47 minutes driving time from the Statler Hotel in 
Washington, in February 1955, and this time will be shortened when highway im- 
provements now under construction are completed in 12 to 15 months. I re- 
fer to the Kenilworth Interchange and the River Road connections between 
the existing Washington-Baltimore Expressway and the East Capital Street 
Bridge over the Anacostia River, which was opened to traffic last November. 
When these highway improvements areerealized and the plans of the District 
of Columbia Division of Highways for synchronized traffic lights and one-way 
streets paralleling East Capital Street are put into effect, Friendship Interna- 
tional Airport will be as accessible from much of downtown Washington as 
an airport at Burke would be. Moreover, an acutely congested traffic situation 
on Shirley Highway during morning and evening rush hours would have to be 
relieved in some way before anything like reasonable driving time to an airport 
at Burke could be experienced at those hours. Morning and evening rush-hour 
traffic on Shirley Highway has increased during the past 18 months to such an 
extent that a comparison cf driving times to Friendship and Burke sites, made 
in February 1955, is utterly inapplicable today. A differential of 15 minutes in 
favor of Burke is already subject to reexamination, and will be further re- 
duced when the highway changes I have referred to are completed. 

We fail to understand how the addition of a fifth airport into a circular area 
having a radius of only 11% miles can relieve air congestion rather than add to it. 
One of the primary considerations involved in the selection of a supplemental 
airport for Washington, D. C., has been the concern for safety of air traffic. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


It has been said that the recent tragedy at Grand Canyon could be duplicated 
in this area as a result of the air-traffic congestion at Washington National Air- 
port. As a matter of fact, this reasoning has been advanced quite vigorously 
since the occurrence of that accident, in furtherance of the Burke Airport project. 
Just how would the construction of an airport at Burke alleviate air-traffic 
congestion in this area? 

One of the biggest problems of air traffic in the Washington metropolitan area 
is congestion, not just at National Airport, but because of the hundreds of planes 
flving in and out of Andrews Field, Anacostia Field, and Bolling Field. The 
addition of a supplemental airport at Burke could not result in anything but 
more congestion of more planes in this immediate area. By looking at a map 
it can readily be seen that within a radius of 1144 miles are located the 4 above- 
mentioned major airports and the proposed Burke Airport. In addition, in the 
same area, there are located Davison Field, at Fort Belvoir, the Washington- 
Virginia Airport, at Bailey’s Cross Roads, and the Falls Church Air Park, near 
Valls Chureh. If air traffic continues to grow as it has in the past 10 years 
there would be every reason to believe that the Burke Airport, if built, would 
add much more congestion and confusion to the already congested condition 
in this area. This becomes even more serious with the advent of jet-propelled 
planes, which are scheduled to come into use in 1959. The proposed Burke 
Airport is located about 13 miles southwest of Washington National Airport, 
and only about a mile farther distant from Bolling and Anacostia Fields, and 
about 21 miles from Andrews Air Force Base. With the traffic rapidly increasing 
at Andrews Air Force Base, this condition is further worsened. 

With these facts in mind, it becomes more difficult to reconcile the selection 
of Burke as a site for such an airport, especially in view of the studies and 
reports made on this subject by the CAA, reported in December 1955. At that 
time the following was said in reference to the Annandale site, which was con- 
sidered at one time by the CAA, and which is located but 3% miles northeast 
of the proposed Burke site: 

“Study of the air traffic control problem arising from location of a new airport 
in this general area indicates that only about 60 percent utilization of the practi 
eal capacity of the proposed dual-runway pattern could be obtained under IFR 
conditions due to limitations on air traffic and approach capacities arising from 
its proximity to the Washington National Airport. At the same time, it would 
reduce WNA’s capacity under similar conditions by 30 percent. The resulting 
congestion would also adversely affect the capacity of Andrews AFB and Balti- 
more’s Friendship Airport. [Italie supplied.] 

“The adverse effect on the traffic capacity of WNA and the limited potential 
capacity of a new airport obviate any possibility of using this area for develop- 
ment of the proposed new field” (p. 3, par. 5-a, Report on Washington Supple- 
mentary Airport, December 1955, U. S. Department of Commerce). 

The correctness of the above statement is not questioned, as the Annandale 
area is undoubtedly too close to Washington National Airport for any praec- 
tical use, and would undoubtedly result in additional congestion and confusion 
in the air. By the same token, however, it is very difficult to see how a site 
314 miles removed from the Annandale site could possibly prove to be anything 
other than a similar hazard. 

One of the reasons the people of Fairfax County object to the location of an 
airport at Burke is the hazard which would be created as a result of this 
congestion, not only the hazard in the air but the hazard on the ground. It seems 
only logical to reason that if two planes colliding in the open spaces of Arizona 
can be given as a valid reason for building a new airport at Burke, then the 
danger arising over the metropolitan area of Washington would be many times 
greater, should this airport be built at that location. More planes in congested 
and smaller areas are bound to result in more difficulties, just as more auto- 
mobiles have resulted in more automobile accidents. 

We cannot understand why a total of probably S75 million ultimate cost 
should be spent to build an additional air terminal for Washington which will 
destroy the value of our property, and increase aerial congestion, merely to 
inake it possible to reach an airport from downtown Washington 5 to 10 minutes 
earlier (after highway improvements) than could be done by using an existing 
airport which is already available at no additional cost to the taxpayers. 

We believe that if an airport is constructed at Burke we face certain financial 
loss in the value of our houses and possible tragic consequences as well. There 
simply are too many of us living there now to escape the one certain effect 
and the other possible result. We have moved out from Washington in enormous 
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numbers since the Burke question first came up and was, we thought, settled. The 
situation is the reverse of many instances where communities are finding an 


airport an undesirable neighbor, but where the airport was there first. In our 
situation we were there first, and believed the airport a settled matter. Surely 


a solution can be found for this case where, fortunately the interest of the com- 
munity involved coincides so closely with the continuing national requirement 
that the expenditure of large sums of money be avoided when less expensive 
alternatives are readily at hand, which will fill the same need. 

In concluding, I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee for the opportunity of expressing the feelings of my fellow residents 
of Fairfax County. We respectfully request that funds for construction of 
an airport at Burke, Va., be denied. 








Board OF CoUNTY SUPERVISORS, FAIRFAX CouNTY, Va. 
STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FREEHILL, CHAIRMAN 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 
Chairman Haypren. Mr. Freehill, we have here your statement. It 
is entirely too long for you to read. 
Mr. Freeniti. I do not intend, Mr. Chairman, to take up more of 
your time. 


Chairman Haypen. It will be included in the record in complete 
form. 

Mr. Freeniwy. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 














STATEMENT ON TIE PROPOSED APPROPRIATION FOR THE 


CONSTRUCTION OF AN 
AIRPORT AT BURKE, VA. 





Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 


name is Joseph H. Freehill. 
I am the chairman of the 


s3oard of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va. 
I appear before you today on behalf of our board and at its direction to express 
to you our Opposition to the proposed appropriation for the construction of a 
Washington supplementary airport at Burke, Va., which is located within our 
county of Fairfax. 

The requested appropriation before you is an outgrowth of legislation enacted 
in the 81st Congress. Public Law 762, 81st Congress, 2d session, approved Sep- 
tember 7, 1950, authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to construct a public 
airport within or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. This is not to be 
a military airport in the selection of which the military defense of our county 
is to be considered paramount to all other considerations. This is to be a com- 
mercial airport, and while the convenience of the airlines and their passengers 
are important factors to be considered in locating the airport, Congress clearly 
intended that factors affecting the welfare of the residents within the locality 
in which the airport is proposed to be located should also be given consideration. 

Congress in its wisdom specifically provided in the authorizing legislation 
“that the choice of site by the Secretary shall be made only after consultation 
with the governing body in the county in which the airport is to be located, 
with respect to the suitability of the site to be selected, and its possible impact 
on the vicinity.” Through this provision Congress clearly intended to protect 
the safety, welfare, and peace of mind of the residents living in close proximity 
to the selected airport site. 

Whether the Secretary of Commerce actually consulted with the Fairfax 
Board of County Supervisors, as required by the law, prior to making his se- 
lection of the Burke site on June 13, 1951, is doubtful. This doubt is confirmed 
by the findings made, after investigation and hearings, by the Virginia Advisory 
Legislative Council, in its report of October 1951 to the Governor and the Gen- 
eral Assembly of Virginia. 

At most the consultation was a mere formality. Two days after the Secre- 
tary of Commerce announced his selection of the Burke site the Fairfax Board 
of County Supervisors voted against the selection, and on 5 subsequent occas- 
ions over the intervening 5-year period since then the board has reiterated its 
stand against the Burke site. 
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Whether the informational meetings which were had with the board in June 
1951 satisfied the technical requirements of the law, it is clear that there has 
been no further consultation with the board since that time, notwithstanding 
the fact that such consultation is clearly warranted by the changed conditions 
that have occurred in the past 5 years, both in the field of aviation and in the 
residential character of Fairfax County. 

There are two major factors present today that did not exist in June 1951 
which, in fairness to Fairfax County and its residents, require a reappraisal 
of the Burke site as an appropriate site for the proposed airport. 

When Burke was originally selected as the site for the airport it was planned 
for use by conventional propeller-type planes. Today it is a certainty that by the 
time construction of the airport is completed commercial airliners will be jet 
propelled. This factor changes the whole character of the airport proposal and 
will increase its detrimental impact on the surrounding Fairfax County com- 
munities. 

Present plans call for enlarging the Burke site and for lengthening its runways 
to accommodate the jet-type aircraft. The speed, size, and weight of the jet- 
planes of the immediate future will result in flatter glide angles in taking off 
and landing, which will necessarily adversely affect a much larger surrounding 
area of the county and no one can refute the fact that the larger, heavier, and 
faster these jetplanes become the more noise and vibration will follow in their 
wake. Thus it seems clear that if any consideration is to be given to the vicinity 
in which jet airports are to be located, it must be concluded that such airports 
should be located at greater distances from developed communities than would 
otherwise be required for the conventional propeller-type plane. 

Not only has the character of the use to be made of the Burke site changed 
since June 1951, when that site was selected, but the character of Fairfax County, 
in which it is proposed to locate the airport, has also undergone considerable 
change in the intervening 5-year period. It is inevitable that the airport’s impact 
upon Fairfax County would now be much more severe than could have been con- 
templated in June 1951. 

The population of Fairfax County, according to the 1950 census, was 98,557. 
At the end of 1950 the city of Alexandria annexed 7 square miles of Fairfax 
County territory with an estimated 11,000 people, leaving a net population in 
Fairfax County of 87,557. Since that time the growth of Fairfax County has 
been tremendous. In fact, gentlemen, it is almost unbelievable. A special census 
taken in 1955 shows a population as of January 1, 1956, of 167,435—double that 
of 1950. And it is estimated that this figure has now reached 180,000. 

Nearly all this growth has taken place to the north and east of the Burke site 
and is fast closing in on the airport area. To the east of the site plans are 
already being made to develop to within a mile of the airport site and to the 
north development is within the proposed approaches to the airport runways. 

Within 5 miles of the proposed Burke airport site are the communities of 
Springfield, Annandale, and Fairfax, all of which have shared greatly in the 
enormous growth and will be adversely affected if the airport is built. 

The town of Fairfax is our county seat and more than 600 county employees 
are housed in the courthouse building. Due to its elevation, jetplanes would be 
flying over the town within 200 feet of the rooftops. The noise and vibration that 
would result would be disruptive to the efficient operation of the county govern- 
ment. 

The following table will show how the communities of Fairfax, Annandale, and 
Springfield have shared in the school population in the 5-year period since the 
Burke site was originally selected: 


School enrollment, Fairfax County 





Within 5 
miles of pro- | Entire county 
| posed airport | 


3, 343 
8, 100 | 
14, 500 
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Annandale, Fairfax, and Springfield will have about the same number of schools 
by the time the proposed Burke Airport could be completed. In each of these 
communities there will be 5 to 7 elementary schools housing from 500 to 800 
pupils each and 1 high school with 1,200 to 1,500 pupils. In addition to these 
Annandale and Fairfax will each have a parochial school. 

In the town of Fairfax, just 3% to 4 miles beyond the north end of the main 
runway, there will be 7 schools housing approximately 5,000 children. The air- 
plane that went down last Friday in taking off from Fort Dix, N. J., killing 45 
of its passengers, crashed 3 miles from the end of the runway—about the same 
distance that Fairfax is from the proposed Burke airport. Suppose that plane 
had hit a school housing from 500 to 1,500 children? Gentlemen, for the sake 
of the safety of our children, as well as the mental rest of our residents, we ask 
that you not allow them to put this jet airport so close to Fairfax, Annandale, 
and Springfield, where the homelife. of so many of our residents—the great ma- 
jority of whom are Federal Government employees—will be destroyed. 

The impact of the proposed airport would be felt by Fairfax County in other 
directions. Besides the loss in taxes from taking nearly 5,000 acres from the tax 
rolls, property close to the airport site would depreciate in value, which in turn 
would be reflected in the tax rolls. 

The impact of the proposed airport would be felt by Fairfax County in other 
directions. Besides the loss in taxes from taking nearly 5,000 acres from the tax 
rolls, property close to the airport site would depreciate in value, which in turn 
would be reflected in the tax rolls. 

Under the FHA and VA policies in existence at the present time, those agencies 
have refused to insure mortgages within the so-called approach zones around 
major airports for a distance of 2% miles from the end of the runways in triangu- 
lar or fan-shaped areas, starting at extreme ends to 6,000 feet. If this policy 
were followed at Burke, it would kill the use for residential purposes of some 
5,000 acres, in addition to the land taken for the airport itself. We have no 
assurance, however, that with the coming of jet planes that this policy will con- 
tinue. In fact, in San Diego, surrounding Miramar Field, the FHA has refused 
to guarantee mortgages as late as March 1956 within a radius of 3.7 miles from 
the airport. If this policy were followed at Burke, it would kill the use of some 
48.000 acres of land, several thousands of which are in already developed sections. 

It is noted that plans are included for building a 5/%2-mile aecess road from the 
site. I do not see. however, any provision for building necessary roads to replace 
nearly 9 miles of primary and secondary roads that will be cut off by the pro- 
posed airport. The cutting off of these roads would place those living to the west 
of the site in a pocket, without ready access to the metropolitan area of Wash- 
ington. Some provision must be made to replace those roads. 

By cutting off this southwest part of the county. which is ideal for estate de- 
velopment, and which drains into the tidewater of the Potomac River, develop- 
ment will be forced into the northwest part of the county. This would create a 
serious sewerage and pollution problem for the county, since the drainage into 
the Potomac at that location would be above the water supply intake for the 
Washington metropolitan area. 

These are some of the factors that give us concern. With the advent of the 
jet age it does seem that it is ill advised to locate a jet airport as close to the 
highly populated areas of a county as the proposed Burke Airport would be. In 
any event, with the changes that have taken place in the past 5 years, both with 
respect to the use to be made of the Burke Airport and the increased growth 
of Fairfax County, further consultation by the Secretary of Commerce with our 
board of county supervisors, which is a new board since last January, was clearly 
necessary. 

There is some talk about Fairfax residents favoring the Burke Airport. Of 
course, people will be found on every side of an issue. I think you gentlemen will 
agree with me, however, that a candidate running for office is in a pretty good po- 
sition to know what the constituents want. There are seven magisterial districts 
in Fairfax County. I represent Falls Church District. It is the most populous 
district in the county. The proposed Burke Airport site is located in my district. 
The Burke Airport was an issue in the campaign last fall. I took the position 
then that I am taking before you now. I was elected. I have here with me 
today the signatures of nearly 3,000 residents of Fairfax County who are 
opposed to the Burke Airport. 

The law required the Secretary of Commerce to consult with the local county 
governing body with respect to the suitability of the location of the airport, as 
well as to its impact on the local vicinity. 
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One of the primary considerations involved in the selection of a Washington 
supplementary airport is the concern for safety of air traftic. A careful reading 
of the CAA reports on this subject shows that another airport located at Burke 
would restrict the use of the Washington National Airport, and the use of Burke 
yould also be restricted by the Dahlgren and Quantico danger areas. 

The Burke site would add to the existing local airport congestion not only ad- 
ditional flights, including takeoffs and landings in this area, but it would neces- 
sitate a third major air-traffic pattern within an 1114-mile circle, which would 
ause many planes from one traflic pattern properly or inadvertently to enter into 
nother traffic pattern under what is known as holding conditions. Thus, instead 
if eliminating air hazards an airport at Burke would probably create a greater 
hazard than now exists. 

We urge your committee to turn down the requested appropriation for an air- 
port at Burke, Va. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Freeniti. I understand how tired the chairman and the mem- 
bers of the committee can get at the end of the day. 

I would just like to state that my name is Jose ‘ph H. Freehill. Tam 
chairman of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va. 

I am not going to talk to you about how long it takes to get places. 
| think you are saturated with that information. I have been directed 
to come here today and I am here on behalf of the board of county 
penne’ to express our opposition to the location of the proposed 

\irport at Burke, Va., which is in our county of Fairfax. 

We have heard today about many fac tors that should be brought to 
bear in making the determination as to where an airport should be. 
Coming here as the representative of the governing body of Fairfax 
County, I just want to point out to the committee one very important 
provision that was placed in the authorizing legislation enacted in 
che 8ist Congress, second session, Public Law 762, approved September 

050. 
AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION PROVISION 


In that authorizing legislation the Congress, in its wisdom, recogniz- 
ing that the Secretary of Commerce as being authorized to construct 
an airport and the problems to the vicinity that might arise, Congress 

pecifically provided that the choice of the site by the Secretary shall 
“‘ made only after consultation with the governing body in the county 

n which the airport is to be located w ith respect to the suit: ability of 
the site to be selected and its possible impact upon the vicinity. 

Through this provision Congress clearly intended to protect the 
safety, welfare, and peace of mind of the residents living in close 
proximity to any selected site. 

I was not on the board of supervisors at that time. I have looked 
at the records. Whether or not the Secre ‘tary of Commerce e actually 
consulted with the Fairfax Board of County Supervisors as was in- 
tended within the meaning of that law, I think there is some doubt. 
They had informational meetings, but I do not think that information 
ind consultation are synonymous. 


VIRGINIA LEGISLATURE INVESTIGATION 


The State Legislature of Virginia investigated this matter through 
the Virginia Advisory Legislative Council and in its report of October 
1951, to the Governor of Virginia and General Assembly of Virginia, 
it confirmed the doubt that I have as to whether there was real con- 
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sultation with the board of county supervisors at that time. The fact 

is that within 3 days after the site was announced the board took action 
and resolved against the location of the site. And on 5 subsequent 
occasions the board, in the interim period of 5 years that have elapsed 
since June 1951, when the decision was made to put the airport at 
Burke, the board of supervisors consistently has been against that 
airport. 

Now, whether or not there was within the technicalities of the law 
the consultation at that time, I frankly say to you that I think that 
in the intervening 5 years, changes have occurred in two major re- 
spects which I think made it incumbent upon the Secretary to con- 
sult with the board of county supervisors. The first change that I 
see is in the character of the airport that was planned. 

In 1951 when the decision was made to put this airport at Burke, 
we were thinking, they were thinking, every one was thinking, in terms 
of the conventional propeller-type aircraft. 

In 1956, and looking ahead, aviation has progressed to the point 
that we all know with certainty that when this airport or any airport 
selected is completed, we will be in the jet age and we will have jet 
planes carrying commercial passengers and freight traffic. 

This is one ch: ange in the character of the airport that changes the 
whole impact upon the community: The heavier, the faster planes, 
jet planes, we know have a lower glide angle, a shallower intake, a 
shallower leaving and |: aa This naturally affects a broader area 
of the community. 

The second great change that has taken place since June 1951, is in 
the residential character of Fairfax County. 


POPULATION OF FAIRFAX COUNTY 


I want to read to you just a few figures because, gentlemen, the 
growth in Fairfax County has been tremendous. The population 
of Fairfax C ounty, according to the 1950 census was 98,557. A short 
time thereafter the city of Alexandria annexed 7 T square miles of Fair- 
fax County and took with them 11,000 people which left a net of 
87,557 people. Since that time there has been a steady growth until 
in 1955, at a special census, it was shown that the popniation had grown 
to 167,435 people, which is nearly double what it was in 1950, and when 
this airport was conceived. Today the estimate we have from our 
assessment office is that we have a population of 180,000 people in 
Fairfax County. 

If I could just take a moment of your time to show you a map, I 
thing visually you can get a picture of Fairfax County and where 
we are going. 

In yellow is the heavy residential area. There are 150,000 people 
crammed into this area of our county. 

The Burke Airport that we are now discussing is in this location 
marked with gray. On there the landings and the approaches are 
shown. 

I point out to you that in subdivisions since 1951 Burke Airport is 
being approac ‘hed from the north and from the east. On the east there 
are subdivisions filed now and recently a thousand acres here was 
placed in the sewerable area for development, which brings the de- 
velopment to about a mile of this airport. 
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The runways, as far as we are able detemine—and again I point out 
to this committee that one of the things that Congress said was the suit- 
ability of an airport should be discussed and there should be consulta- 
tion with the local authorities—I am not certain where those patterns 
vo, but we have done the best we could and we have a definite concern 
hecause it is our people, our residents, who are going to be hurt and 
their homes destroyed should an accident happen in the air. So where 
those patterns are and that air traffic may be is of great concern to us 
who ure responsible for the government of that county. 

I show to you an area here marked in green which is our county 
seat, the town of Fairfax. They tell me that the runways now are 
almost north and south, which puts our town of Fairfax, which is from 
the airport 17,000 feet with an elevation of about a hundred feet above 
the airport in line with the runways. So with jet planes, by the time 
they reach Fairfax, they will be about 200 feet above the rooftops. Our 
courthouse and our government is operating with more than 600 em- 
ployees and, in my humble opinion, the efficienc y of our local govern- 
ment at that location will suffer—that kind of vibration and noise 
will have a very disruptive action. 





SUBDIVISION IN APPROACIIL ZONES 


I would like to show you, Mr. Chairman, if I may, and Senator, 
you pointed out the danger of placing subdivisions in the approach 
zones. I show you in green some subdivisions that are in that area. 

I would like to point out while this map is here, that I have drawn 
a circle and then there is a dotted line out here. We have tried to 
look at what kind of depreciation of value of our property would 
result in our county from FHA and VA mortgages. 

I might stop to say that we are talking, gentlemen, about the bed- 
room of Washington, and most of these people are Federal Govern- 
ment employees, and many, many of them depend upon these mort- 
gages, that within these approaches that are planned, FHA would 
not touch them with a mortgage, and I have drawn a perimeter be 
cause we do not know where we are going, in terms of the future, with 
respect to FHA and jet propulsion. 


MORTGAGE SITUATION AT MIKAMAR FIELD 


But I just want to note that out in San Diego surrounding Miramar 
Field, the FHA has refused to guarantee mortgages, as late as March 
of this year, within a radius of 3.7 miles of the airport. 

If this policy is followed at Burke, it would kill the use of some 
18,000 acres of land; several thousand of those acres are now in de- 
velopment. 

SCHOOLS IN AREA 


I would like to show you another map. In the rapid growth of our 
county, and I think there are probably few places in the United States 
that have the kind of problems that our board is faced with in terms 
of facilities and schools, is one of our greatest problems—we are spend- 
ing millions and millions of dollars to tr y to keep up with the schools- 
in this area, just to see where our schools will be within a radius of 
5 miles from this airport, these are marks of school buildings, some 
20 of them within that radius. 
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Senator Hontianp. Any of them already constructed ? 

Mr. Freenity. Yes, many of them are already constructed, Sena- 
tor. Right in the path there is a parochial school in Fairfax not con- 
structed but planned. There are four other schools, including a high 
school in that area. 

Senator Horttanp. Are they constructed ? 

Mr. Freeninn. Yes. 

In 1951 with respect to schools 

Senator Tiyr. Mr. Chairman, might I try to identify what is on 
the map’ There are some in black and some in red. 

I could not read the fine print indicating what the red dots indi- 
cated and what the black dots indicated. 

Mr. Freeniti. The red are those already built and the black are 
those planned. 

Senator Tuyr. Outside of the area, way out there are the black. 
That is what led me to ask the question because I could not reason it 
out on the map. You see, outside of the circle that appears on the 
map all of those squares that would indicate school buildings are in 
black. 

Mr. Freenityi. This color here? 

Senator Tyr. Yes. 

Mr. Freenicy. That indicates elementary schools. 

Senator Tur. When you get to the center, within the circle, then 
they commence to appear in red color. I was trying to get the two 
colors established. 

Mr. Freenityi. This, sir, is a high school. 

Senator Hottanp. Already there ? 

Mr. Freeniun. Yes, the Annandale High School has about twelve 
to thirteen hundred students. Wakefield School is at this location 
and that has 1,600. The Fairfax High School has about thirteen or 
fourteen hundred. 

Senator Hottanp. Where is that ? 

Senator Tyr. That is how far from the center of the airport? 

Mr. Freeniiy. This school is 20,000 feet. This one is 25,000 out 
at Germantown. 

Senator Tire. To the center of the airport or the edge of the air- 
port ? 

Mr. Freenity. To the edge of the airport. 

Senator Tnyr. To the edge of the black shadow of the proposed 
airport ‘ 

Mr. Freeniin. Yes, sir: the Burke School, of course, will probably 
vo. That is right on the edge. 





SCHOOL POPULATION OF COUNTY 


In 1951 we had a school population in Fairfax County of 16,163. 
Today we have 33,685. There is projected for 1958 a sc hool popula- 
tion of 44,000. Within 5 miles of the airport by 1958, it is estimated 
that we will have 14,500 school children. 

These two factors, Mr. Chairman, the difference in character of the 
aircraft and the impact that it would make on the community and the 
steady growth of our county makes in 1956, in our opinion, an entirely 
different picture than it might have been in 1951. 

Senator Hortanp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly. 
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NIKE AND RADAR STATIONS WITHIN AIRPORT AREA 


Senator Hotianp. An earlier witness spoke of the fact that some 
Nike station and radar station and perhaps other Government installa- 
tions were located within the airport area as planned. 

Do you have any statement about them, what they are, and how much 
they cost ¢ 

Mr. Freenity. We have a Nike station about in this area, I would 
say 3%49 miles away. 

Senator Hottanp. What about the radar station that they spoke 
of ¢ 

Mr. Freeniiy. That I cannot help you on. 

Senator HoLtianp. Mr. Reisner, was it ? 

Mr. McHveu. I did not mean to say that within this three-point- 
some-odd-mile radius these place were located. They are located in 
the general area. Whether or not they would have to be moved, I do 
not know. 

Those are points that have to be carefully considered, though, are 
they not¢ ‘They come under what I call hidden costs, things that 
should be investigated. 

There is an Air Force radar station in Virginia in the vicinity of 
Manassas, which would put Burke between it and probably the main 
area that it scans towards the east. 

Mr. Freenitit. Mr. Chairman, there has been some mention here 
about Fairfax residents favoring the Burke Airport. Of course, peo- 
ple will be found on every side of an issue, no matter what the issue may 
be, but I think that you gentlemen around the table will agree with 
me that a candidate running for office is in a pretty good position to 
know what the constituents in the area want. 

Senator Hottanp. We can tell better about that the day after the 
election. 

AIRPORT ISSUE IN ELECTION 


Mr. Freeniy. I want to state that in our county we are divided into 
seven magisterial districts. I represent the Falls Church magesterial 
district, and that is the most populous district in the county, and that 
is the district in which the proposed airport would be located. You 
can imagine in the election last fall that Burke Airport came up as an 
Issue. 

Senator Hotnanp. Were you elected last fall ? 

Mr. Freeniiu. Yes, sir, last fall. 

Senator HoLtanp. Was this issue in your campaign ? 

Mr. FreenILu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. Did you declare against it? 

Mr. Freeni.y. I was against it, and I was elected. 

Senator HoLttanp. What was the vote? 

Mr. Freenmu. About twenty-six or twenty-seven hundred to twelve 
lhundred, I believe. 

Senator Hotzanp. That sounds like you knew what you were talk- 
ing about. 

Mr. Freentiyi. The vote I just gave you, I think, has another bear- 
ing, having to do with Congressman Broyhill. Congressman Broyhill 
sent out this questionnaire. He sent it to registered voters, but I want 
to point out that our area is different than any other area in the coun- 


try, because we have such a large proportion of our residents who work 
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for the Federal Government or they are in the military, and for some 
reason or another, they do not want to participate in terms of an elec- 
tion, but nevertheless they do live in Fairfax County. They do look 
upon their supervisor as their supervisor. They do bring to him their 
complaints. They do want all the things that all the other people 
want and they are just as vocal. So that while the result of that ques- 
tionnaire may be one way, it in no way indicates what the area in 
Fairfax County may want. On that scope, I happen to have with me 
nearly 3,000 signing the petition as to how they feel about the Burke 
Airport. In terms of roads, I notice in the appropriation there is an 
access road of five and a half miles provided. But we have other 
problems to worry about. That is, what happens to those 9 miles of 
primary roads and secondary roads that are going to be cut out by this 
airport? There are people to the west of this airport that are going 
to be left in a pocket. Somebody has to do something about roads to 
get people out of that pocket into the metropolitan area. 


SEWAGE AND DRAINAGE PROBLEMS 


That raises another question that we have to worry about, and that 
issewer and drainage. In that western pocket there is a natural drain- 
age into the tidewater of the Potomac River. If building is going to 
be pushed and forced into the northwest part of the county, then the 
drainage is going to go into the Potomac above it into the water 
supply, which is not good and which our board will fight as hard as it 
can to prevent, but these are some of the problems that a governing 
body in a locality has to face. 

These are the reasons that I think it was very wise of the Congress 
when they passed the underpinning legislation here to require the 
Secretary of Commerce to consult with the governing body in the 
area in which the airport was to be located. 

T think that meant consult. I do not think that meant to make up 
your mind and then sort of talk to the people and let it go at that. 

Senator Hotianp. May I ask a question of the CAA people? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. 


ACCESS ROADS 


Senator Hotianp. Is this 514 miles of access highway which you 
provide for here in your budget estimate, and I believe you provided a 
total of $2.132,000 for that, does that cover anything more than the 
access road by which these people who are being served at the airport 
will reach it and go away from it? Does that cover a replacement of 
local highways that are interrupted in the area ? 

Mr. Rornscnitp. I believe not, sir. 

(Norr.—It was subsequently indicated $121,000 is included for that 
purpose. ) 

Senator Horianp. Then the witness does have a real problem for 
his own local people in connection with the replacement of highways 
now existing that serve the people that live near the area on various 
sides. 

Mr. Rornscnitp. Not an insurmountable problem. 

Mr. Freenit. None of these problems are insurmountable. I heard 
the gentleman say this is not an insurmountable problem. This is 
what we have been up against with CIA. That is not an insurmount- 
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able problem either. All the problems we are going to have with re- 
spect to roads when that goes up in Langley. 


SHIRLEY HIGHWAY SITUATION 


Talking about roads: Somebody mentioned Shirley Highway. It 
is stated in one of the reports that if it is a limited access road you are 
going to have direct quick traffic into Shirley Highway, which is limit- 
ed access. I have some pictures vou might want to scan. This is taken 
in March of this year at 7: 30 inthe morning going into Washington on 
Shirley Highway and anybody who rides Shirley Highway certainly 
at those hours, in the evening and in the morning, certainly must be 
convinced that Shirley Highway, even though it is limited access, has 
reached its saturation point now and something has to be done about 
that whether or not we have any airport. 

I am not going to burden you with further statement. I have a lot 
of pictures here to show you the beautiful development in Fairfax 
County. of which we are very proud. 

I would like to leave these pictures with the committee. They indi- 

cate where the schools are and where the churches are. They are pic- 
tures taken around three communities that have a vital interest in the 

surke Airport. One is Springfield, the other is Annandale, and the 
third is Fairfax. 

These pictures give you some indication of the schools and the 
churches and the buildings i in that locality. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you for your statement, sir. 

Mr. Freenityi. I want to thank you very much for the opportunity 
to be before you. 


DANGER AREAS IN DAHLGREN AND QUANTICO 


There is one matter with respect to air traffic above. We know 
what the experts have said and we leave it to the experts; neverthe- 
less, we are somewhat worried about the danger area in Dahlgren, 
the danger area in Quantico, with respect to the southern approaches. 
How are these being taken care of ? 

Also, in one of the reports it shows that is a limiting factor with 
respect to the airport if the airport went into Burke, and there is 
no way of stacking, dual stacking. 

This indicates some sort of problem. 

We are not the experts, but we are very concerned and we wonder 
whether or not there may not be the kind of congestion that some of 
the more expert witnesses have indicated to you today. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, I will try to be as brief as pos- 
sible. Senator Magnuson, of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, has asked that I appear representing that committee and 
the Subcommittee on Aviation, of which I happen to be chairman. 
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This is the most investigated local appropriation that I have ever 
known to come before the Congress in my 18 years here. It was au- 
thorized, as you know, after complete and thorough hearings by the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in 1950. The initial 
appropriation was made, I believe, the following year. Following 
that, due to the objection of one of the members of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, the matter was not carried in the subsequent appro- 
priation budget and consequently the Budget Bureau and the Presi- 
dent had not asked for any funds. 

As a result of the increasing congestion over the Washington Na- 
tional Airport and the dangerous condition that it was building up, 
our committee a year ago conducted hearings to try to urge upon the 
Secretary of Commerce that he resurvey the situation, check over all 
the data and report not later than January 1 the construction of a 
second Washington airport. Instead we did not get the decision. We 
had a recommendation for the joint use of Friendship with military 
aircraft, jet speed, and a secondary recommendation of Friendship or 
Burke. 


DECISION ON SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


Following that, with further hearings this spring we again ex- 
amined all the persons interested in this, received statements from 
many of the people living in that area, and again the committee, prac- 
tically unanimously, with the exception of Senator Butler alone, de- 
cided we must have a second Washington airport. The only disagree- 
ment was for the interim use of Friendship during the period of con- 
struction. Aside from Senator Butler’s insistence that Washington 
use the Baltimore Airport the other members of the committee were 
most insistent, all but one, I believe, in an immediate and early de- 
cision and favored leaving the decision up to the Secretary of Com- 
merce. That is exactly where it was. That is exactly where this Burke 
Airport originated, with the Secretary of Commerce and all of the 
technicians in the Civil Aeronautics Administration that have worked 
on this over the period of years. 

It has been investigated and studied and tested. not for location at 
Burke but for the best possible location to serve Washington. Now, 
I feel sympathetic to those who may live in the immediate area of this 
airport. I realize there may be some schools nearby but members 
of this committee realize there are schools nearby every place in Wash- 
ington. If we are going to have a second Washington airport you 
are going to have housing, you are going to have schools and you are 
going to have many schools that will to some degree be interfered 
with in the location of a second Washington airport. The growth 
of the community in Fairfax County illustrates the benefits that have 
come to these communities through the location adjacent to the Na- 
tion’s Capital. They are increasing in taxable values, increasing in 
Federal assistance, increasing in amounts paid out for the construc- 
tion of roads and maintenance of schools. 

There is a $14 million appropriation for the Jones Point Bridge 
to facilitate traffic, all at Government expense, because these communi- 
ties built up, and with the benefits of living in the proximity of Wash- 
ington, they also have obligations. I am sympathetic with the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the board of county supervisors, with his 
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problems. But we in the Congress and we in the Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee are charged with interstate commerce and 
there is no place you can build an airport to care for interstate com- 
merce unless you build it within the proximity of Washington, and to 
do the very best you can to locate this where it will cause the least 
possible dislocation. 


COMMITTEE DECISION 


The third study of this is illustrated by the voluminous hearings of 
this committee which the distinguished Senator from Minnesota and 
others have referred to, as well as constant study by the Senate In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, plus the near unanimous 

resolution that we must have a second airport. Ten members decided 

that airport should be where the Commerce Department first decided 
that it should be, at Burke. That was the decision of the committee. 
Even those who did not sign the majority report said it should be left 
to the decision of the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Secretary of Commerce has again surveyed and resurveyed 
and rechecked this matter. ¢ ‘onsequently, this budget request from 
the President of the United States and the Secretary of Commerce is 
now here before us. It would be tragic indeed, I think, in an age of jet 
transportation if the Nation’s airport could not take a jet plane. Yet 
it cannot possibly take a jet plane at the Washington airport. I do 
not think we want to say that we will have to use the Baltimore Air- 
port if you wish to come to Washington by the new means of trans- 
portation that will be crossing the country from coast to coast, and 
crossing the ocean by the time the airport is built. Certainly I think 
it is unfair to those people in this area to postpone action and fail to 
face up to the dangerous situation that exists in regard to over- 
crowding and the traffic congestion here in Washington. 

One Member said they do not want slaughterhouse methods in this 
district. Neither do I. I don’t want a sl: vughterhouse over Washing- 
ton Airport, either, Mr. Chairman. It is strange to me that the crash 
of the two airliners happened in the West and not at Washington 
Air port 

I think it is time that this Congress bestir itself and get into action 
to try to make this available. Del: ay won’t profit us anything. This 
whole area is frozen today because it suspends development, it suspends 
location, it suspends building of schools as long as this matter 1s un- 
settled. And postponement with the thought you can use Friendship 
as a safe auxiliary airport to Washington is simply not in the cards. 
Frankly, why did Baltimore spend $15 million to build an airport ? 
They spent it because even the citizens of Baltimore would not. 
come to Washington. It is too far to travel to go out on the good 
schedules we have here. They did not spend that money just for the 
pleasure of building an airport. They knew the people of Baltimore 
were not going to tr ravel all this w ay to catch the many good schedules 
that go out of W ashington. Sothey spent $15 million. 

This works both ways. It is just as far from Washington to Balti- 
more Airport as from the Baltimore Airport to Washington. I have 
clocked my time and I have not been able to make it short of 55 minutes 
observing the speed laws. It is going to cost easily a dollar more for 
your bus fare. It is going to leave you out at a bus station instead of be- 
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ing taken to your home. With the 5 million people estimated to be rid- 
ing the airways out of Washington, you will perhaps raise the price by 
$5 million a year on taxi and bus fare alone, and then give only second- 
class service. It seems to me if you located this in Baltimore you are 
also ignoring the big bulk that is going to come in freight traflic move- 
ment. When the turbojets with their high lift are put in the air, your 
freight is going to be more important than the traffic, Are you going 
to shutile the freight between Washington and Friendship and load 
and reload or are you going to have modern airports to handle it? It 
seems to me the matter of responsibility of the locality. If you can- 
not get the people of Virginia together and permit an airport to be 
built, how are you going to get them to vote bonds in order to con- 
struct it? Itisan impossibility. It is the obligation of the Senate and 
the House to provide for the necessary facilities, whether it be super- 
highways, bridges over the Potomac, or landing fields for aircraft gen- 
erated because the seat of Government is here. It is one that rests 
with the Government of the United States and not with the bedroom 
communities that have been described here to provide a facility that 
is to serve the 5 million people who will come to Washington by 1960 
by air. 
PUBLIC OPINION OF MARYLAND AND VIRGINIA 


Senator CHavez. Does the Senator from Oklahoma indicate that 
this committee has such a responsibility that the feelings of Maryland 
and Virginia should not be considered ¢ 

Senator Monroney. Regretfully, I say that the matter of interstate 
commerce, and I know of nothing of greater importance to this Con- 
gress than that determination, must rest with this Congress. We have 
searched, the technical people have searched, conferences were held, 
the money was voted. We have a million and a half dollars worth of 
property already bought out there. Plans are drawn. We are ready 
to go when the appropriation is made, with an airport that will be 
modern enough to safely take not only the existing aircraft but that 
which is on the drawing boards, or in the testing stages, that will be 
using this airport at the time it is completed. 

Senator Cuavez. I agree with the Senator from Oklahoma. I think 
we need a new one. But it has been suggested that there would be 
danger of more crashes if it was at Burke because it is so close to the 
National Airport at Washington. 

Senator Monroney. The Chamber of Commerce at Baltimore has an 
airport they wish to see used, Senator Beall and Senator Butler 
say that Burke is too close. The experts of the CAA, the witness 
we have heard from the Airline Pilots Association, from the Air 
Transport Association, from every phase of the aviation industry, 
plus those of us who work day in and day out in aviation, are satis- 
fied that this is the best location we can find to serve Washington with- 
in any reasonable distance, and in any area that is not already so 
heavily developed that another location would be impossible. 

Senator Cuavez. What about Senator Robertson, who was also 
elected to the Senate from Virginia / 

Senator Monroney. I would say that if Senator Robertson ever ob- 
jected to a location of “X” site for a fish hatchery I would go the limit 
for him to see that the fish hatchery was located where he wished. 
On the matter of flood projects I would rely on his judgment—even on 








Q 


1 ARCA ae PG Alana «tei tle 


SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 197 


the post offices. I think those are properly within the boundaries of 
the Senator from that State. Again we are talking of interstate and 
foreign commerce. There are 90 Senators or perhaps 94 who fly into 
Washington on an average of almost twice a week. There are, as I say, 
5 million people who will be going back and forth into Washington. 
Our job, as the United States Senate, is to protect the air safety of 
those 5 million people who have business and work and for important 
reasons come to Washington. 


PROXIMITY OF NATION AL AIRPORT 


Senator Cuavez. If you are so close from Burke to the National 
Airport in Washington, is there air safety / 

Senator Monroney. The optimum of separation is 20 miles. This 
is 14.8 miles. If you get the optimum of 20 miles you may have to 
vo another 10 and get a 30-mile separation and then your airport is 
not an airport for the community but is an airport for another area. 
It would be safer of course to build the second airport at Richmond, 
Va. You could separate it by miles and miles of space, but you can- 
not do that if you are going to have metropolitan areas that are even- 
tually to be served by “aireraft. You have to build them within the 
vicinity of where people are traveling. 

Senator Cuavez. You take Detroit, they are 54 miles away from 
metropolitan Detroit at the airport. 

Senator Monroney. Yes, sir; and no one likes to travel to Detroit 
because of the great distance. It is one of the horrible examples. Yet 
Friendship Airport will be farther away in distance than the Willow 
Run Airport. It will be as een to get to. 

Let me read you what they say about the trans portation facilities. 

The Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation says it is 
a 10-mile separation. Bear in mind this is 14.8 mile separation from 
control tower to control tower. Sixteen mile separation was started 
in 1948 before the days of radar. Of course radar helps us some. You 
can build a radar wall and radio wall between the airports. I think 
you would be safer by far with the new airport than by putting it on 
the east side of Washington. 


TOTAL CITIES SERVED BY AIRLINES 


Speaking of this traffic condition, the airlines now serve 695 cities. 
Out of all these cities served very few of them would have the travel 
time disadvantage that would result if Friendship were selected as 
second airport to Washington. It is apparent from review of the 23 
cities selected as examples of excessive travel time that these times of 
40 minutes or more are the amount of time that the passenger would 
alow for leaving the downtown area. In fact, Friendship would top 
this list of airports if time were allowed for driving from Washing- 
ton. It is desirable to not create another situation of excessive travel. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION 


Going to the matter of local responsibility, which I know has 
troubled some of the members of this committee, it is not new for the 
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Government to be cognizant of its obligation to the Nation’s Capital 
and to travel that comes in here, but it is not just a one-way street. 
In fact, the transfers to 479 different communities of airport facilities 
by the military representing a cost of $1,349,695,000 were made to 
them without a cent. Those facilities were given to those communities 
by the United States, the 48 States, at the conclusion of the war. In 
Louisiana, which the distinguished Senator Ellender asked about, 
11 such transfers were made. The cost of that to military was $34 
million. In the State of Florida, 35 such transfers of facilities that 
cost $151 million were made gratis. 


COST OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Now let us go to the fact that the District of Columbia and Wash- 
ington never had any military money put into our airport. It was 
built through WPA appropriations spent for relief at that time. The 
cost roughly was about $25 million. 

Now I grant you that maybe you can say we spent $25 million but, 
Mr. Chairman, this year, 1956, $891,710 went into the Federal Treas- 
ury as revenues above expenses from the Washington National Air- 
port. So you are getting about a 30-percent return to the Federal 
Treasury on the investment that we made in WPA dollars at that 
time. Now it is contemplated, of course, that these new facilities will 
bring in revenue, and they will bring in revenue above the cost of 
operation. I do not think you can put it on a business basis of a 
return on investment, but I will say that Washington National with 
its present traffic is paying a return to the Government. of the money 
that was invested in its construction. I just do not believe that you 
say that we cannot build an airport because the community is not 
putting up the money. It is not for the community that the airport 
is being built. It is for the Nation’s Capital and the importance 
of rapid transportation into and out of Washington is of the most 
extreme interest to those doing business here. 

It would seem to me that as much as we would like to help populate 
the nice Friendship Airport, it is asking too much of Washington to 
require some 5 million people to spend roughly an hour or an hour 
and 5 minutes’ travel time, when we can reach Burke Airport in per- 
haps 35 minutes. There will be a difference in time both ways, de- 
pending on traffic and on other factors, but do not overlook the fact 
that perhaps 20 percent, and it will grow to probably a third of the 
traffic into Washington, will be in transfers, which means that you 
have to go from one airport to another. You cannot bring all the 
passengers that are going to transfer to other planes into the same 
airport. That is where the great saving of time will be because 
you are on the near side of Burke and it will be only a short distance 
without a single red light from Washington National Airport. That 
is the final test on the location of a second airport, its easy accessi- 
bility to the other airport. When you have to cross town and go 
through difficult traffic situations, you will find that the utility of your 
new installation will be reduced to a very great degree and the ten- 
dency will still be to overcrowd the one airport because of the difficulty 
of interchange between schedules, of passengers changing to planes 
taking off from the other airport. 
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METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Cuavez. Senator, this is not with the idea of being com- 
mitted to one airport or any other airport, but should not this commit- 
tee also consider the millions of dollars that the State of Maryland 
spent on Friendship? It is actualy the only airport that was built 
according to research and development. They took ground tests about 
every 100 feet of the entire field before deciding what kind of runways 
they should have. Should that not be considered ? 

Senator Monroney. Do we have an obligation to the city of Balti- 
more because they constructed an airport? Is Washington required to 
use it to the disadvantage and to the loss of time and to the additional 
expense of all the air travelers who are coming to Washington ? 

Senator Cuavez. I personally think the American taxpayers are en- 
titled to a little consideration while considering the city of Washington. 

Senator Monroney. I do, too, sir. That is why I say, my very dear 
friend whom I respect tremendously, that $891,000 of income above ex- 
pense at the Washington National Airport shows that the taxpayer 
is being protected, and that investment that was made under WPA to 
put idle land to work, that investment of $25 million in new land, 
pulled out of the river, is a good investment. That is paying good 
dividends. 

May I say, because I remember distinctly 

Senator Cuavez. It was Potomac River sand that built the airport. 

Senator Monroney. Yes. So the great cost of the airport is in line. 
That is an investment which does not deteriorate; it builds up. So 
actually the cost of the airport is only in the improvements that are 
put into it. Your investment remains and grows, that portion of it 
which you put into the purchase of land on which the airport rests. 
Therefore I do not think we are being at all careless with taxpayers’ 
money when we say that in the interest of coming into the air age, the 
Capital of the greatest Nation in the world should have an airport that 
can take modern aircraft. 

I think it would be a little bit of a loss of face, as well as loss of time, 
and an inconvenience, to say if you want to come into Washington by 
modern aircraft you come to Baltimore and we will bring you over 
by car. You cannot get to Washington from Friendship in a jet plane; 
unless we build this we cannot doit. This will be the most modern and 
the safest facility, with parallel runways, that will handle all the 
traffic that will ever be designed. It is not going to have many of the 
faults that the Baltimore airport has. It is not the last word, I assure 
you, in traffic safety that Baltimore runways have. 

Senator Cuavez. I appreciate the interest the Senator has in the 
National Capital. To me Washington is still the seat of government 
but the day before yesterday there appeared before this committee 
Congressman Langford of the State of Maryland. He says you could 
put an airport on the Maryland side that would be closer than Burke. 
Would there be any idea of this committee considering that suggestion ? 

Senator Monroney. I will say to my distinguished friend from New 
Mexico that for 5 or 6 years this has been studied by all the experts 
and technicians. They have looked over Maryland, looked over the 
Baltimore airport, all places in Virginia, where an airport can be 
built, and without reference to politics, without reference to political 
exigencies, the decision was made, and has been remade and reaffirmed 
by every investigation, that the Burke site is the best available site. 
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Now I am not enough of a technician to know about a location in 
Maryland, but I will say this, that the traffic patterns east of Washing- 
ton National Airport get more and more congested, and it is more 
dangerous because you have not only Andrews Tield, you have the 
Bolling Air Force Base, you have Friendship, you have Patuxent. 
You have the main north-south run passing over the Baltimore airfield. 


EFFECT OF TRAFFIC TO NEW CIA BUILDING 


Senator Cuavez. What about the CIA building that this com- 
mittee approved yesterday and has now gone to conference with the 
House side that will send thousands of people from Washington in the 
line of traffic to Burke? 

Senator Monroney. I do not know exactly where that is located. 

Senator Cuavez. That is Langley. That is across from Chain 
Bridge. 

Senator Monroney. I think you will have to have a new road to take 
care of the location of that CIA building. I do not think it is going 
to complicate the location of this airfield. 

Senator CHavez. It is in the area of Burke. 

Senator Monroney. I am not familiar with where you located the 
CIA building. I do know where the Burke Airport is located. 

Senator Cuavez. I think it is a good location for an airfield but I 
am just wondering in my own mind when you consider your traffic, 
your population, and ever ything that goes with it, whether it will be 
the best place. I am not saying that it is not. 

Senator Monroney. As much respect as I have for Central Intelli- 
gence and for their need for a new location, I would say that it would 
be better to delay and investigate the location of a new giant building 
for CLA for many more days —_ it would be to delay the decision to 
go ahead on Burke Airport. I do not want to sit here and cast my vote 
against a second Washington National Airport when I know the 
dangers that exist every day in near misses, in congestion on the radio 
so that you cannot call the tower to get your instructions to land. I 

think we will be taking the most dangerous gamble the Congress has 
ever taken if we adjourn without m: iking available the funds necess: ry 
to start this work. It is later than we think. It is going to take a long 
time to build it now, but 6 months more is not going to get this situation 
eliminated any quicker. 


NATIONAL AIRPORT CONGESTION 


Senator Dworsnax. How long have we had this congestion at the 
National Airport ? 

Senator Monronry. We can take very good figures from the Com- 
merce Department and detail those very quic kly from the air-traffic 
operations. I would say that beginning in 1949, when the CAA first 
recognized the need, there were 175,000 movements in and out of 
Washington National. Today there are 242,000, So you can see 
how much the overloading is. They are not scheduling the flights in 
here that want to come in now. In the interest of safety, they are 
reducing those. 

Senator Cuavez. Actually Washington gets twice as many landings 
daily as the city of New York. 
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FAILURE OF COMMERCE DEPARTMENT TO ACT 


Senator Dworsuak. I was aware of that, Senator, but I asked that 
question for the express pur pose of trying to justify the failure to act 
either by the Department of Commerce or by the Congress to relieve 
the congestion at National Airport. I suppose that the letter we have 
today from Secret ary Weeks, dated July 1956, proposing that Friend- 
ship Airport be designated to handle the excess traflic, overflow traffic 
from the Washington National Airport, is an indication that probably 
some comparable action should have been taken 2 or 3 or 4 years ago 
to relieve this congestion. I was interested primarily in knowing why 
there was nothing done to relieve the congestion. Is that a fair 
question ? 

Senator Monroney. I think so. After Congress authorized it, after 
the appropriation committee spent their first “million of dollars there 
were a few protests that came in from Fairfax County. As a result 
of that there was some minor opposition numerically in the Senate. 
Consequently the appropriation was delayed, the Bureau of the Budg- 
et and Department of Commerce did not then ask for more money in 
1955, a year ago. Concerned with the ever-increasing dangers, we had 
a hearing and directed the Sec retary of Commerce to come up with 
positive, ‘affirmative recommendations and request for a budget appro- 
priation not later than the beginning of the congressional session in 
January. 

Senator Dworsuak. I was particularly concerned about finding out 
why Friendship Airport or some other airport was not used to re lieve 
this congestion. We have hazardous conditions prevailing at the local 
airport here. Why was not something done to relieve that? In other 
words, is it safer to make a congested hazardous |: inding or is it better 
to make a safe landing at an airport that would take ‘15 or 20 or 25 
minutes longer for the passengers to reach downtown Washington 
after they made a safe landing? 

Senator Monroney. The customer is the judge—— 

Senator Dworksnak. It takes longer than that if the plane makes 
a crash landing. 

Senator Monroney. The customer or rider of the airplane is the 
final judge. The schedules into Washington will be held to the very 
saturation point. They are not going to overload the air by letting 
more flights come in here, but it is at a point where I am worried per- 
sonally when I get in the approach zone. I think every Member of the 
Senate is, because it has all the saturation with aircraft almost 20 hours 
a day that the air can take. Under instrument conditions it is de- 
cidedly bad. 


MATS INSTALLATIONS 


Sentor Cuavez. May I ask the Senator this question: The Senator 
of course is acquainted with the layout both at Washington National 
Airport and MATS installations right next door. Now the Senator 
knows just as well as I do that the Air C orps does not like to be around 
anywhere where there is a civilian airport. Suppose the Congress 
should decide that MATS should go elsewhere and use that available 
space for the Washington airport ? 

Senator Monronry. I would say to the Senator on that that the 
movement of military aircraft in and out of the Washington airport 
constitutes only 3 percent of the air traffic. While they occupy a dis- 
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proportionate amount of the ground space, their use of the airspace 
around Washington National Airport is insignificant in relieving the 
overload of traffic that we have from the commercial lines. 

Senator Cuavez. In the air? 

Senator Monroney. Yes, sir. 
Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question or 
two. 


ANDREWS AIRBASE 


I note that in the recommendations from the Commerce Department 
in December 1955, they make it very clear that they find Andrews 
Base by all means the best located and the most ac ceptable for the fur- 
nishing of a second major airport for the Capital City. I wonder 
why that recommendation was not acted upon favorably by the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Monroney. Let me briefly read in the testimony from page 
4 of our report. 

Senator Hotianp. I have just read that. I have just said that it 
does not satisfy me at all. I wonder if you would state from your 
recollection of the testimony why Andrews Air Force Base was not 
given further consideration. I notice here that some of the former 
Air Force men wanted to hold on to Andrews Field for the Air Force, 
but it seems to me that here is quite a compelling case. If it is the best 
located field, and we have had testimony again today from the head 
of the Engineering Branch of CAA as I understand it, that it is prefer- 
able to the Burke location from the standpoint of security, why it 
would not be possible to overcome the reluctance of the Air Force men 
to give up the best location near Washington. 

Senator Monroney. I am certain that it would take many more 
years than we have to spare to get the military off Andrews Air Field. 


REMOVAL OF AIR FORCE FROM ANDREWS 


Senator Hottanp. Does the Senator think that it is preferable to 
inconvenience and action against the population of Burke area and 
their official representatives, their Senators and their Congressmen, 
rather than to disturb or inconvenience the Air Force personnel out of 
Andrews Base? 

Senator Monronry. May I state for my distinguished friend that 
when Andrews was located you had exactly the same protest, that they 
did not wish to be disturbed by Air Force planes or any other planes 
in that nice residential neighborhood across the river. If you take 
Andrews, then you must be prepared to build a hundred million dollar- 
plus field, because there are many installations on Andrews for military 
use that would not be usable for the civilian airport. Consequently, 
to duplicate the Andrews Air Force Base somewhere in the general 
vicinity of Washington to protect this strategic area against air attack, 
you would have to dislocate another group of people. It is just about 
as hard to find any place within 50 or 75 miles of this crowded, con- 
gested area, whether it is for military or whether it is for civilian. 
( Yonsequently, our committee felt that it was absolutely unacceptable to 
intermix civilian and military jet aircraft, which was the proposal of 
the Commerce Department. We felt we would be violating every rule 
of safety, and our opinion was backed up by the Air Transport Associ- 
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ation, the Airline Pilots Association, and even the military. We felt 
that it would be foolish indeed to spend $30 million on Andrews Air 
lorce Base to make it operational for this purpose when for $50 mil- 
lion you could have a brandnew airport with a new flight pattern, in 
a distant place outside of the Patuxent-Bolling-Andrews-Friendship- 
Washington National traffic pattern. 

Senator Hornanp. Mr. Chairman, I notice here that among those, 
and this includes all of those who were a in the report who 
object to the use of Andrews, is Brigadier General Coon, Deputy 
Director of Operation of the United States Air Force, Capt. J. FE. 
Smith, regional air safety director of the Airline Pilots Association 
and Gen. Milton W. Arnold, vice president of the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation a former Air Force officer 

I do not see any quotation in the report of any position taken by 
any of the civilian officials representing the people either in Mary- 
land or in Virginia. Did the Senator’s committee hear the superiors 
of the Fairfax C ounty ? 

Senator Monronry. No. We had statements from the civilian rep- 
resentatives and we were studying it—the bill has been passed, it is 
public law. We reviewed the matter, we studied the statements that 
“aa put in, we heard the testimony of the operational people who 
were concerned directly with air traffic safety, which is the obliga- 
tion of the subcommittee on aviation. We did not again go into that 
which had already been done by the appropriations committee in the 
past, by the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in the past, 
and by the C.AA in the past, and reopen this matter on objec tion. We 
assume there is objection. You can’t build a highway, you can’t build 


railroad or anything that is a sign of progress unless you do dislo- 
cate some pattern of residential life. It is an unfortunate sign of 20th 
century progress. It is regrettable but it will meet the needs, in this 
case, of 5 million traffic passengers a year into the Washington area 
hy 1960. That cannot be done without working some difficulties with 
people who live in the local communities, 


REPRESENTATIVE BROYHILL’S POLL 


T think Mr. Broyhill’s poll, broadcast as it was to all of the regis- 
tered voters, certainly was not loaded. may I say, in favor of Burke 
Airport—if T had sent it out, if the ATA had sent it out, or CAA had 
sent it out, you might say it was loaded—Here is a man who does not 
ee Burke, who sent out this poll, and the majority of citizens in 

‘airfax County were in favor of Burke. I think the registered citi- 
zens of Fairfax County are about as good and accurate a sampling as 
could be had. 

Senator Hortanp. You preferred that sampling to hearing from 
the officials themselves who are charged with the responsibility there ? 

Senator Monroney. I am glad to hear from them. TI enjoyed and 
appreciated the statements. I said in the beginning that it benefits 
those living in nearby communities to see property values skyrocket- 
ing, to see the Federal Government come in with the hand of largess 
and build schools and everything in that community. Benefit also 
carrys with it an obligation, and when facilities are necessar vy for that 
which builds the community, then you can not let a minority of peo- 
ple in a certain area eliminate that which is necessary for the mainte- 
nance of the business of the Nation. 
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Senator Hotianp. I have one more question and then I will be 
through. 
POPULATION IN MARYLAND COUNTIES 


T saw in the local press a few weeks ago a statement of population 
in this metropolitan area. According to my recollection, it was be- 
tween 500,000 and 600,000 in the Montgomery and Prince Georges 
county areas, outside of the District of Columbia, without going far- 
ther, and there was some smaller amount than that, but my recollec- 
tion is around 400,000 in Arlington County, Alexandria City, and 
Fairfax County and the city of Falls Church; the reason being that a 
good many more people live outside of Washington in the metropolitan 
area here than those who live inside. It would seem to me, especially 
with reference to the Friendship Airport, that some consideration is 
entitled to be given since there is already a National Airport on the 
Virginia side of the river and since the river imposes a severe handi- 
cap at various times of the day, so there should be a rather serious 
consideration given to the interest of those citizens who do live in 
Maryland and who are considerably closer even to Friendship than 
they would be to Burke Airport. 

I wonder if the committee has given consideration to that. 

Senator Monronry. I have talked toa number of people in the Mary- 
land area of Washington, such as Chevy Chase, Bethesda, and some in 
Silver Spring who consider their elapsed time much shorter to Na- 
tional Airport and Burke than it would be if they were forced to 
use Friendship. 

Senator Hortianp. T am sure it is shorter to National Airport, but 
I do not believe it would be shorter to Burke. 

Senator Monroney. I think you will find the elapsed time is a long 
haul. 

Senator Hotianp. From Silver Spring, it is just a short step across 
until you get into direct line of transportation into Baltimore. 

Senator Monronry. As you say, the people of the larger commu- 
nities in Virginia have, by their resolutions, advocated the building 
of Burke. 

Senator Hotianp. They would like to have both of the national air- 
ports on the Virginia side. 

Senator Monronry. You mentioned the satellite communities. I 
said that I feel a rather heavy proportion of those who live in 
Bethesda and Chevy Chase, and perhaps even in parts of Silver 
Spring and the other areas would find their elapsed time to Washing- 
ton National, and subsequently to Burke, less than they would to 
Friendship: that the other large satellite communities in Virginia 
have already resolved in favor of, through their proper representa- 
tives, the construction of Burke Airport. 

So, the major part of the Washington metropolitan area, I feel. is 
strongly in favor of this program which, technically, was started by 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, decided on by one Secretary of 
Commerce, now decided by another, and then recommended by the 
President. It represents as near unanimity as T think you can find. 
We would never have had the Washington National Airport. We 
fiddled around for years and years on the dog-leg landing strip located 
where the Pentagon is now located. Why we did not have more crashes 
there, I do not know. 
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ORIGIN OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Finally, after all of the inability to come to a decision because of 
minority local opposition as to where it was going to be built, Presi- 
dent Roosevelt announced one night that he had a dream that a giant 
airliner—then a DC-3, carrying 21 passengers—crashed coming in on 
that runway. Then he said, “We are going to build it at Gravelly 
Point,” and he gave the order to start it under WPA. That is the 
reason we have it today. There is no congressional or senatorial au- 
thorization for it. 

In World War IT, where would we have been if we allowed the lack 
of complete unanimity of communities that would have been affected 
to block the construction of Washington National Airport ? 

Senator Hotianp. I may say so rather facetiously that I hope this 
planner’s dream will turn out as handsomely as that one did. 

Senator Monroney. We have $891,000 worth of revenue which is 
coming into the United States Treasury as a result of that boondoggle. 
I noticed Senator Butler used the same expression on Burke. He said 
that that was a boondoggle. It would be fogbound every year; it was 
going to collapse into the Potomac River and the man ought to have 
his head examined who authorized the construction of Gravelly Point. 
Yet, today, aviationwise people will tell you it is still one of the better 
airnorts in the United States. 

Senator Hotianp. In discussing the two matters with the Senators 
from Maryland, I have not gotten the idea at all that the residents 
of Rockville and Bethesda and Silver Spring and the various areas 
in Prince Georges County are unwilling to have Friendship Airport 
used, but I thought that they feel that they are very keenly interested 
in having Friendship Airport. 

Senator Monroney. I doubt if that would be true cf Rockville or 
Bethesda. It might be divided in Silver Spring. 1 talked to the 

editor of a paper out there in that community, and he feels that the 
people whom he serves with his newspaper in most of these Maryland 
towns have a right to be burned up; that only the Baltimore Chamber 
of Commerce seems to be represented in this matter, and they have not 
checked into the need of these people who live in Maryland who will 
be better served by this facility. 

Senator Cuavez. And work in Virginia. 

Senator Horuanp. I thought Senator Beall was peculiarly repre- 
sentative of that part of Maryland. 

I remember he lived out in the western part a good long time. My 
impression is that he has been very strongly for the Friendship use. 

Senator Monroney. I do not think he is half as strong for it as 
Senator Butler. 

Senator Cuavez. What about Congressman Devereux ? 

Senator Monroney. This is not a fish hatchery we are building. It 
is in the interest of safety for service to Washington, and my desire 
as a United States Senator in Oklahoma for location of Government 
facilities must take second place to the Nation’s needs. 

Senator Horxianp. I agree with you, but I feel nothing is better 
than the best. When authorities say that Andrews is the best, I am 
strongly inclined to feel that that is the place we should go. 

Senator Monronry. Our feeling is if you could get Andrews for 
civilian use, then there might be slight technical advantages for the 
Andrews location. 
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However, moneywise it would cost you double, nearly, to replace 
Andrews Field in another location and you would waste the extra 
$150 million on facilities for Andrews for the civilian establishment 
on that field. 

We have no need for the barracks and all of those things. 

Senator DworsHak. I might suggest to my good friend from Okla- 
homa that some day I hope there will be more commonsense displayed 
by Members of Congress and the representatives in the executive de- 
partments, and when we return to the original concept of States 
rights, we will reverse this trend of everybody coming into the Na- 
— Capitol with outstretched hands to approach the Great White 

ather. 


LOCATION OF ANIMAL DISEASE LABORATORY . 


Just recently, this committee rejected very advisedly, I think, a 
request from the Department of Agriculture to locate an animal disease 
laboratory right here adjacent to the National Capital. Certainly, 
while we can justify bringing in some activities of national scope to 
the Capital, we do not have to bring diseased animals into the Na- 
tional capital. 

When an investigation was made just recently, it was decided that 
this laboratory should be located at Ames, lowa. To me, Ames, lowa, 
seems quite a reasonable and logical place for such a laboratory. So 
1 think at some future time when we reverse this trend, we will not 
have to have this interminable and indefensible congestion which is 
piling up here as a real menace to public safety in the National 
Capital. 

Senator Monronery. The only quarrel I have with that decision is 
that it went to lowa instead of Oklahoma. 

Senator Cuavez. We were nonpartisan, so we gave it to Hicken- 
looper. 


STATEMENT 





OF REPRESENTATIVE LANKFORD 


Chairman Haypen. I have received a statement in opposition to 
the Burke Airport construction from Representative Richard FE. Lank- 
ferd, which will be placed in the record at this point. 

(‘The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. RicHAarD E. LANKFORD, MEMBER OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM MARYLAND 


I am opposed to the appropriation of taxpayers’ money for the construction 
of an airport at Burke, Va., to serve as a second airport for Washington National 
Airport. 

I am cognizant of the need for relief of air-traffic congestion at the Washing- 
ton National Airport. Traffic in this airport has reached its saturation point with 
the increasing number of commercial flights and the increasing volume of mili- 
tary flights in the general area. A second airport for Washington is badly 
needed now, not only to reduce the hazardous congestion, but to provide for 
the increasing amount of commercial air traffic and for the handling of the 
large commercial jet aircraft which will begin to see service in 1959. But I 
am equally cognizant of the duty we Members of Congress owe the taxpayers 
of the Nation to spend our tax money wisely. It seems to me that we would 
be derelict in this duty should we spend millions of dollars for the construction 
of an airport at Burke, Va., which in my opinion would not materially relieve 
air-traffic congestion at National Airport. The site at Burke is only 12 miles 
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from Washington National Airport and is almost directly under the heavily 
traveled airway between Washington and the West in the area where such 
flights are either climbing or descending. In addition, there would be a con- 
centration of 6 major and 5 smaller airports in a 13-mile radius of Burke. So 
we see that construction of an airport at Burke would actually accentuate air 
traffic congestion in this important air travel and militarily strategic area. 

The solution to this problem is the designation of Friendship International Air- 
port as a coterminus of Washington National Airport. Friendship and the near- 
est major airport, Andrews Air Force Base, are 25 miles apart and flights over 
Friendship are a cruising altitude. Friendship is a large, modern airport, having 
been opened for service only in 1950. Its runways are sufficiently long and other- 
wise adequate to handle the heaviest of the jet transports. Its ultramodern 
terminal is capable of handling much greater volumes of passengers than are 
now being handled or to be handled in the foreseeable future. At the present 
time air-carrier movements at Friendship are very substantially below the air- 
port’s capacity. 

The prime factor in the selection of Burke was the saving of a few minutes 
travel time compared to Friendship. It seems to me that when human lives are at 
stake a few minutes difference fades into absolute unimportance. The travel time, 
incidentally, is not a true calculation, since it is measured from the Statler Hotel, 
as if all of Washington’s air traveling public lives in or is destined for the Statler 
area. 

In addition to the safety advantages of Friendship, its use as Washington’s 
second airport would also mean a savings of $50 million of taxpayers’ money Which 
has been estimated as the cost of constructing the airport at Burke. 

The need for a second airport for Washington National Airport has become too 
urgent to wait the 5 years it will take to construct the proposed airport at Burke. 
Friendship Airport is available now to relieve the present Washington air-traffic 
congestion immediately and it involves no additional cost to the taxpayers. There- 
fore, it seems to me a waste of taxpaye.'s’ money to spend $34 million to construct 
an airport at Burke when adequate facilities are already in being and available 
now at Friendship to bring badly needed relief for Washington’s air-traffic 
problem. 

I noted with interest that Secretary of Commerce Weeks asked the Civil Aero- 
nauties Board to designate Friendship Airport as an alternate field to the Wash- 
ington National Airport until the proposed airfield at Burke is completed. It 
seems to me that if Friendship is satisfactory to use for this purpose during the 
3- to 5-year period necessary for completing the Burke Airport, then it is adequate 
to handle the excess traffic from Washington on a permanent basis. 


Chairman Haypen. The committee will stand in recess until 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning, when we will take up other items of the 
final supplemental bill. 

(Whereupon, at 6: 10 p. m., Monday, July 16, 1956, the hearing was 
recessed until 10 a. m., Tuesday, July 17, 1956.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 17, 1956 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in room 
F-37 of the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Ellender, Chavez, Robertson, 
Saltonstall, Thye, Hill, Holland, Stennis, and Young. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


STATEMENTS OF ROBERT G. MURPHY, DEPUTY UNDER SECRE- 
TARY OF STATE; E. ALLAN LIGHTNER, Jr., DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS; LANDRETH M. HARRISON, 
COORDINATOR OF THE BRUSSELS FAIR PROGRAM; EDWARD C. 
CROUCH, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR BUDGET AND 
FINANCE; AND HARRISON T. McCLUNG, DIRECTOR OF THE 
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE FAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF 


COMMERCE, AND GEORGE V. ALLEN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE 


BRUSSELS FAIR 


Chairman Haypren. The committee will come to order. 

This morning the committee will consider the $10 million supple- 
mental estimate requested for the Brussels Fair, under the ‘Presi- 
dent’s special international program.’’ The estimate and justification 
will be filed in the record. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


FunpDs APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


“For an additional amount for the ‘President’s Special International program’, 
for United States participation in the Universal and International Exhibition of 
Brussels, 1958, $10,000,000 to remain available until expended: Provided, That 
this paragraph shall be effective only upon enactment into law of 8. 3116, Eighty- 
Fourth Congress, or similar legislation. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation is necessary to permit the United 
States to prepare for and participate on a major scale in the Universal and Inter- 
national Exhibition to be held in Brussels, Belgium, from April through October, 
1958. The amount requested is to provide for administrative expenses, construc- 
tion costs, and a substantial portion of exhibit and operating costs, expected to be 
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contracted for in fiscal year 1957. The United States has informed the Belgian 
Government of its intention to participate, and it is anticipated that some 45 
other countries plus several international organizations also will be represented. 


Summary of requirements (allocation to State Department) 


Construction costs: 

A. sane aiructitre ot Dimehie..: kL $3, 000, 000 
B. Interior and exterior finishing and fitting _______ ca 1, 000, 000 

C. Landseapiig and restoration of site, demolition of building, 

architectural, engineering, and other services through 
restoration and return of site________- een ieee 1, 000, 000 
PRION cee ey ee ee pee ; ? 5, 000, 000 
pe nen jal 5, 000, 000 


Total requirements______._____-_--- a The Cocco te 10, 000, 000 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


On June 21, 1954, the Belgian Embassy transmitted to the Government of the 
United States an invitation from the Government of Belgium to participate in the 
Universal and International Exhibition of Brussels, 1958. The theme of this 
exhibition, which will probably be popularly known as the Brussels World Fair, 
is a World View, a New Humanism. On October 7, 1954, the Department of 
State informed the Belgian Embassy that the Government of the United States 
planned to participate in the exhibition but that the nature and extent of this 
participation would of necessity be determined by congressional action. Since 
that time, the Belgians have patiently urged that American acceptance be for- 
malized as soon as practicable. Information permitting an estimate of the cost 
of participation in this exhibition essential to any request to the Congress for 
authorization and appropriation of funds has but recently become available. 


RUDGET ESTIMATE 


This request ($10 million) is to provide funds to initiate participation by the 
Government of the United States in the Universal and International Exhibition 
to be held at Brussels, Belgium, in 1958. Current plans are based on an overall 
estimate of $15 million to finance all stages of United States participation in the 
Brussels Fair. This justification is, of course, directed toward the total cost of 
participation ($15 million) rather than that portion ($10 million) required in fiscal 
year 1957. Basic authorization for participation in such international expositions 
is contained in a proposed amendment to 8. 3116, 84th Congress. §. 3116, known 
as the International Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair Participation Act of 1956, 
was passed by the Senate on March 26, 1956, and referred to the House for action. 

In the absence of congressional authorization for participation and the appro- 
priation of essential funds, it has not been possible to appoint an American Com- 
missioner General, who will have overall responsibility for planning the American 
exhibit, or an architect, who will have the responsibility for planning the American 
pavilion. Consequently, detailed plans for American participation have not yet 
been developed. The estimate is based on (1) architectural estimate of construc- 
tion cost required for effective utilization of the site reserved for the American 
exhibit and observance of exhibition regulations, and related to actual and esti- 
mated construction costs for other exhibition buildings, and (2) all costs of par- 
ticipation other than construction costs established in a ratio of 2 to 1 to construc- 
tion costs based upon experience, and related to exhibition costs per square foot 
experienced in the international trade fair program. 

The total estimate has been reviewed for consistency with previous American 
efforts in international expositions taking into account the preeminent role in 
international affairs that the United States has now achieved, and for consistency 
with the known and anticipated plans of other nations. The position of the 
United States as the leading power of the free world would make American failure 
to participate extremely disadvantageous, but ineffective, inadequate participa- 
tion would be disastrous. Lenox R. Lohr, general manager of the Century of 
Progress Exposition (the only major American exposition which did not end with 
a substantial deficit), states in his book Fair Management: ‘‘To assure the success 
of a fair (or exhibit), there must be more than ample money, and competent 
management. 








10 
0) 


SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 211 


By the opening date of the Brussels Exhibition, 17 years will have elapsed since 
the last preceding world’s fair. During these 17 years, the United States has 
emerged from a chrysalis of detachment and preoccupation with internal affairs 
to become the ranking power of the world, and a leader of the free world, with 
the commitments and obligations that leadership entails. She is engaged in a 
worldwide conflict with international communism for the minds and hearts of 
men. This conflict is not now taking place on the battlefield, but in every forum 
which the Communists can penetrate. The Brussels Exhibition will be the larg- 
est forum of all, comprising more than 35 millions of people. The communist 
nations will be there in force. The failure of the United States to be there also 
would be a denial of leadership, and of the obligations that must be met to main- 
tain that leadership. To be a leader, one must lead. The free nations look to 
America to meet the Communist cultural blitzkrieg 

Participation on a less than adequate scale would be worse than useless; it 
would be far more disadvantageous to American foreign policy than would out- 
right failure to participate. Ample funding and good management together can 
provide an effective exhibit that will result in a major victory for United States 
foreign policy 

ESTIMATED REQUIREMENTS COVER ALL COSTS 


The requirements for American participation in the Brussels Exhibition are 
estimated at $15 million. This amount is designed to cover all the costs of par- 
ticipation. That is significant, because the amounts appropriated for participa- 
tion in previous expositions have not met all the costs of participation. Money, 
services, and supplies have been made available from other regular appropriations. 
For example, several hundred soldiers, sailors, and marines were stationed in 
Camp George Washington, a camp especially constructed on the New York 
World’s Fair grounds. The only reimbursement made for these services from 
the $3,275,000 appropriated for participation was $45,000. It has generally been 
true in previous expositions that each agency of Government participating met 
some or all of the costs of their exhibit. However, in the present case the requested 
amount is designed to meet all costs of governmental participation. 


SUMMARY OF GENERAL JUSTIFICATION 


In view of the established trend toward more generous appropriations for fund- 
ing American national exhibits in international expositions, the relative scale of 
participation in previous expositions which in at least one instance exceeds the 
present request, the preeminent international role of the United States achieved 
since the last major fair and the consequent increased emphasis on participation in 
international affairs, the fact that the present request is designed to meet all costs 
of participation whereas appropriations for previous expositions have been supple- 
mented from other appropriated funds, and the increasing recognition of the need 
to counter the Communists’ new cultural offensive, the amount requested for 
American participation in the aaa ls Exhibition appears approp) ‘late and reason- 
able. Canada, which minimizes the cost of participation in any single exposition 
by maint — a permanent exhibitions bureau, has established a budget of 
$2,750,000 for Canadian participation in the Brussels Exhibition. 

Construction costs 


The Brussels Exhibition authorities have reserved a choice site in the foreign 
section for the American exhibit, consisting of 29,900 square vards. This com- 
pares with an area of similar size for the U. 8S. 8. R., 22,000 square yards for 
Germany; 29,904 for Holland; 12,679 for Poland; 13,349 for Switzerland; and 
14,214 for Canada. The site is available without charge. Streets, sewer, water, 
and electricity will be provided in front of the site. Connections will be at our 
expense. 

The site is roughly triangular in shape and occupies one of the sectors radiating 
from a circle which will be traversed by an elevated pedestrian highway. The 
Soviet Russian, Hungarian, and Bulgarian sites lie on one side, and that of the 
Vatican on the other. The French and Finnish sites are directly across the circle. 
One of the exhibition’s two main arteries runs alongside the American site. All 
reports agree that the site is a highly desirable one, centrally located, and with 
interesting architectural possibilities. There will be access from all sides 

Certain areas of the site provide poor ground for foundations, and will probably 
require the driving of piles. A tramline tunnel under the site will affect the placing 
of the piles, and may affect the design of the building. Some trees may not be 
removed. Uneven contours of the sloping site will add to the architectural prob- 
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lems. These problems can be surmounted, but will result in more expense in 
construction than would otherwise be the case. 

Section III, article 12 of the special building regulations requires that 70 percent 
of the area, or 188,300 square feet, be occupied by construction, the remainder 
being used for gardens and essential free space. In the conception of exhibition 
buildings, it must be borne in mind that the exhibition is a universal and interna- 
tional event of great importance. The architecture of pavilions and halls should 
reveal something of the national spirit and genius of each country. Steelframe 
construction has been recommended. No inflammable construction materials 
may be used unless completely fireproofed. Since the building will not be perma- 
nent but must be dismantled at the close of the exhibition, consideration must be 
given to the use of materials with high salvage value in Belgium and to methods 
of construction that will permit disassembly with the least damage to materials 
to be salvaged. The architecture and public appeal of the building will be an 
important element in the suecess of American participation. 

The Office of Foreign Buildings of the Department of State, following a visit 
of field representatives to Brussels, estimates the cost of the American pavilion at 
5 million. The Architectural Advisory Committee on the Brussels Exhibition, 
established by the American Institute of Architects at the request of the Depart- 
ment of State for the purpose of providing architectural advice in connection with 
the American exhibit at Brussels, also has visited the site and has confirmed the 
FBO estimate as follows: 

For the basie building, or shell, it is estimated that $3 million will be required 
to provide a building with approximately 300,000 square feet of floor space, at a 
cost of $10 per square foot. This estimate compares with British, Belgian, and 
Canadian estimates of building costs for Brussels, ranging around $9 per square 
foot. The difference represents the additional cost resulting from the use of 
American materials. 

For interior and exterior finishing and fitting, including special architectural 
features, decorations, painting, lighting, plumbing, restrooms, auditorium, and 
restaurant equipment, $1 million will be required. ‘This figure is based upon a 
general architects’ and builders’ formula that in large modern buildings such costs 
approximate one-third of the basic construction cost. 

For landscaping and restoration of site, demolition of building, architectural, 
engineering, and other services through restoration and return of site, $1 million 
will be required. 

By way of comparison, a new exhibition building of approximately 115,000 
square feet, open, and constructed of prefabricated metal with hard-rolled earth 
floors, cost $1,309,000. The American pavilion will be approximately three 
times the size of this building, presumably will be enclosed, will have regular 
flooring, and will include heavier fittings and equipment. 

The increases in the cost of construction in this country as reflected in the 
United States Department of Commerce Construction Cost Indexes are consider- 
ably in excess of increases in consumer costs as reflected in the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Price Index. Since 1939, construction costs have increased 
144.9 percent compared with an increase of only 92.8 percent in consumer prices, 

The Office of Foreign Buildings and the Advisory Committee of the American 
Institute of Architects will continue to advise and consult on architectural matters 
through the completion of the exhibition. 


Exhibit and operating costs 


The sum of $10 million is the estimated requirement for exhibit and operating 
costs, including administrative expenses. It has been customary to budget and 
report expenditures for international exhibitions in three categories: Construc- 
tion costs, exhibit costs, and operating costs. The $10 million estimate is in a 
ratio of $2 for each $1 of construction cost. This ratio relates to the experience 
of all exhibitors at the Century of Progress Exposition (1933-34), where exhibit 
and operating costs required $3 for each $1 of construction and space rental cost. 
It is also in accordance with the ratio of exhibit and operating costs to construc- 
tion costs in the Canadian budget for the Brussels Exhibition, which is 67 to 
33 percent. 

Included in this item would be funds for the following purposes: (1) Prepara- 
tion and installation of exhibits including selection, assembling, maintaining, dis- 
mantling and returning to the United States; (2) operating costs including official 
attractions such as live cultural presentations, special events, operation of build- 
ings and exhibits including special equipment, utilities, guard and custodial 
services, property and liability insurance, maintenance, public relations, etc.; 








SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 213 


















and (8) administrative costs including salaries, travel, miscellaneous expenses for 
the domestic and foreign offices of the Commissioner General. 





EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION 





The Brussels Exhibition will be a universal and international event of great 
importance. More than 35 million visitors from all countries are expected to 
attend. Several hundred thousand American tourists and Americans stationed in 
Europe in the military and other services will attend the exhibition and visit 
the American section. Among these visitors will be prominent figures in every 
phase of American life, including numerous Members of Congress and other 
national personalities. Most European powers, including France, Germany, 
Great Britain, Spain, Italy, and the Soviet Union with five Soviet bloe countries, 
are participating. Specialized agencies of the United Nations, certain inter- 
national organizations, and to date some 45 countries have formally accepted the 
invitation to participate, including 10 which have entered into contractual obli- 
gations implementing their decision to participate. Other countries, such as 
Sweden and Denmark, are expected to come in later this vear. 

The participants are as follows: 

Participating countries: 


Argentina Iraq Portugal 
Austria ! Isreal Rumania 
Brazil Italy San Marino 
Bulgaria Japan Spain 
Cambodia Jordan ! Switzerland ! 
Canada Lebanon Syria 
Colombia Liechtenstein Thailand 
Czechoslovakia Luxembourg ! Turkey 
Finland Monaco Union of Soviet Socialist 
France Norway ! Republics 
Germany ! Netherlands ! United States 
Great Britain Pakistan Uruguay 
Greece Peru Vatican City 
Haiti Philippines Venezuela 
Hungary ! Poland ! Yugoslavia ! 
India 


Participating organizations: 
Organization for European Economie Cooperation (QEEC) 
Council of Europe 
International Red Cross 
European Coal and Steel Community (Schuman plan) 
United Nations and the specialized agencies 
International religious organizations 
International scientific and cultural groups 
Approximately 100 international conferences, congresses, and conventions 





SCOPE AND EMPHASIS 





As indicated by the official name of the exhibition, the participation will be 
international and the scope universal, that is, not limited in content. It can 
include all human activities according to the broadest classification. The theme 
is A World View, A New Humanism. Main exhibition buildings will be devoted 
to world cooperation, international science, and nuclear energy. Special em- 
phasis is to be placed on economic cooperation and atomic developments. The 
chief attraction is expected to be the nuclear energy for peace display for which 
the United States will provide major atomic equipment (through Atomic Energy 
Commission cooperation and contract with private enterprises). The several 
arts will also be represented in this manifestation of human cultural achievement. 
The participating countries are expected to demonstrate the moral and social 
aspects of their contribution to progress as well as their technical realizations, 
thus illustrating the three chief lines of development in civilization. The exhibi- 
tion is conceived as a meeting of representatives of governments and of peoples 
from all over the world to share the benefits of their national economic, scientific, 
and spiritual progress. It is intended to ‘‘sound a note of hope that man on the 
threshold of the atomic age may find a better means of achieving human under- 
standing and peace.” 


1 Contractual agreement governing participation signed. 
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OFFICIAL SCHEDULE 


All exhibits in recent European fairs (the Paris Exposition, notably) have not 
been completed by the opening dates. Such eventualities diminish a fair’s chances 
of success, since the impressions of the earliest visitors have, through word of 
mouth advertising, a pronounced effect upon the total attendance. The Brussels 
Exhibition officials are determined to avoid this possibility, and are pressing a 
time-table designed to avoid last minute delays and obstructions arising from 
natural causes, strikes, or other events. The official schedule of the Brussels 
Exhibition is as follows: 
From January 1 to September 30, 1956: 
Drawing of plans. 
Approval of plans by the Commissioner General of the Belgian Govern- 
ment. 
Contract. 
Choice of contractor. 
First instructions. 
From October 1, 1956, to June 30, 1957: Work on main structures. 
From July 1, 1957, to March 31, 1958: : 
Interior and exterior decorations. 
Installation of exhibits. 
Laying out of gardens. 
From April 17, 1958, to October 19, 1958: Operating period of the exhibition. 
From October 2, 1958, to March 1, 1959: 
Dismantling and removal of exhibits. 
Demolition of buildings. 
Restoration of site. 


BENEFITS OF UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION 


(reneral benefit to United States foreign relations policies 

Participation in the Brussels Fair will present the United States with a rare 
opportunity to demonstrate American contributions to international peace and 
progress, and to enhance the value of efforts made in other fields to acquaint the 
world at large with American ideals and the American way of life. No better 
refutation can ever be made to the Communist propaganda line that the United 
States is a nation of cultural paucities, than the graphie portrayal of the richness 
and fullness of American cultural life and achievements in the competitive but 
friendly atmosphere of a mammoth cultural festival. America has a way of 
life that is worth the selling; such an event as the Brussels Fair is an appropriate 
showease in which to display and sell it—a showcase which literally the whole 
world views, and which has competitive products ranked around it for ready 
comparison. In essence, the American exhibit at the fair will reflect the typical, 
salient, distinctive, and progressive features from the entire field of American life 
and culture. 

The general participation of most countries of the free world and the Soviet 
Union together with five countries of the Soviet bloc, the nature of the theme, 
and the emphasis and main features of the fair combine to create a situation in 
which the Communist nations would be at a psychological disadvantage pro- 
portionate only to the advantage which the United States would enjoy. The 
areas of human activity to be emphasized in the Brussels Exhibition are the very 
areas in which this country excels. What Communist police state affords the 
human dignity and freedom of our own social organization? What atheistic 
Communist state can equal our own moral code based upon theism? What 
Communist state has achieved technical realizations and productive capacity 
sufficient to raise the standard of living of its people even to a basis of comparison 
with our own? And finally, in all of these things, with which are the nations of 
the free world going to feel a natural affinity, the Communist countries with 
their alien ideology, or the United States, in which they can see so much of them- 
selves? What nation has given more freely of its wealth without return in the 
name of foreign aid and economic cooperation? . What major power has a better 
record of world cooperation, of disarmament, of nonaggression? Yes, America 


does have an advantage, and the Brussels Exhibition represents an opportunity 
to capitalize on it. 


Maintenance of American prestige 


The United States is the leading power of the free world, and an acknowledged 
leader. That role carries with it certain obligations. Adequate American 
participation in the Brussels Exhibition is required to offset the effect of the 
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Soviet and satellite exhibits. Reportedly, the Soviet Union plans an exhibit on 
an “expensive and spectacular scale.’”’ The exhibition authorities have allotted 
to Canada and the United States building sites in direct proximity to the areas 
allotted to the Soviet Union and the satellites in order that visitors flowing back 
and forth between these pavilions will be able to make immediate comparisons. 
The failure of the United States to join in the fair effectively would leave the 
Communist exhibits largely without a foil, and would create a vacuum that would 
be futly exploited by the Soviets and the detractors of the United States. It is 
important that we meet the Communist challenge through participation in inter- 
national trade fairs; it is much more important that we meet it through joining in 
a fair embracing the whole range of national civilizations in which trade and 
commerce are only a segment. It is important that we assist in making American 
cultural presentations available to foreign nations; it is even more important that 
we make them available at the point where the cultures of many nations meet. 
Our experience with the withdrawal of the Communists from certain trade fairs 
when the United States has entered is sufficient indication of their feeling that 
they cannot exhibit effectively in competition with us. Our effective participation 
will maintain and amplify American prestige abroad. 


Maintenance of relations with the Belgians 


The failure of the United States to exhibit in the Brussels Exposition of 1935 
severely limited the success of the fair. This resulted at the time in considerable 
Hl feeling. A repetition of this circumstance could not fail to have a cumulative 
effect. The Belgian authorities are particularly anxious that United States 
participation be adequate and properly publicized. There are obvious reasons 
for this. The Belgians desire to have extra-European participation as large as 
possible to make the fair truly a world fair. And they believe that the prominence 
of the United States in world affairs requires American participation to insure the 
success of the fair as a demonstration of free world progress. 


Promotion of United States trade and commerce 


Although the exhibition is not a trade fair or devoted to the sale of commercial 
products, the display of superior or less expensive American products will result 
in future sales long after the exhibition has closed. The proof of this is the interest 
evinced by major American business enterprises in private exhibition sites at the 
fair. Prominent American companies such as Eastman Kodak, General Motors, 
Ford, Pittsburgh Glass, International Business Machines, Singer Sewing Machine, 
the home furnishing and household equipment industries, and many others have 
mainfested interest in exhibiting in the private sections of the exhibition, indicating 
the value such companies ascribe to United States participation. 

Benefit to future United States exhibilions 

The United States, although not adhering to the Paris Convention of 1928, 
regularly participates in these large international exhibitions, and has hosted many 
fairs of this type in which foreign governments have participated on an impressive 
scale. It is now reported that the next such fair will be held in Chicago, New 
York, or elsewhere in the United States. The success of American expositions 
depends in large measure on the nature and scope of foreign participation. 
Failure of the United States to participate in exhibitions abroad might well result 
in refusal by foreign countries to participate in American expositions. To 
obtain the cooperation of foreign countries in our expositions, we must cooperate 
in theirs. 


Maintenance of American confidence in our international efforts 


Some 500,000 Americans are expected to visit the exhibition, many prominent 
citizens among them including Members of Congress and political personalities. 
A truly representative United States exhibit effectively countering the Soviet 
bloe exhibits would inspire them with confidence in the effectiveness and value of 
our international efforts, and avoid possible criticism at home. 


OBLIGATIONS OF PARTICIPANTS 


Appointment of commissioners general 


The Governments of participating countries are required to name government 
commissioners or delegates (customarily referred to as commissioners general) to 
represent them and to be responsible for carrying out the regulations of the 
exhibition. A primary responsibility of the commissioners general is the signing 
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of standardized contracts with the Commissioner General of the Belgian Govern- 
ment which govern the participation of their respective countries in the exhibition. 
Agreements governing participation 

This contractual agreement provides for the acceptance of the general regula- 
tions issued on December 21, 1954, by the Commissioner General of the Belgian 
Government as the basis of contract, and for the organization of the exhibition 
in accordance with the provisions of the Paris Convention of 1928. It also 
provides for the granting of a site, without charge, to the commissioner general 
for each national exhibit, or section, and for the acceptance of special regulations 
issued by the Commissioner General of the Belgian Government affecting the use 
to be made of the site. Each sectional commissioner general is authorized to 
appoint and admit exhibitors of his own country and allot sites within his own 
section to them; in addition, each sectional commissioner general is given the right 
to disapprove the granting by the Commissioner General of the Belgian Govern- 
ment of sites outside his section to exhibitors and commercial concessionaires of 
his own country. The Commissioner General of the Belgian Government and 
the exhibition company renounce all right of recourse against participation in the 
exhibition and their employees in case of damage (unless willfully caused), and 
the sectional commissioner general renounces all right of recourse against the 
Commissioner General of the Belgian Government and the exhibition company. 
The sectional commissioner general undertakes that labor employed by his section 
shall conform to Belgian regulations concerning residence and conditions of work, 


Appointment of architects 


Under the special building regulations of the exhibition, the commissioner 
general of each national section must appoint an architect to plan and supervise 
the construction of the national pavilion or pavilions. Prior to such appointment, 
the architect must undertake to conform to exhibition regulations and the instruc- 
tions of the commissioner general or his representatives. The contract of appoint- 
ment must also include a clause making possible the termination of the architect’s 
services at any time upon the request of the Commissioner General of the Belgian 
Government in the event of violation of the regulations. 


Approval of plans 


The draft plans of any buildings to be erected within the exhibition grounds 
must first be submitted to the Belgian Government Commissioner General for 
approval to insure conformity with exhibition regulations. After they have been 
approved, they may not be altered without being again submitted for approval. 
The work must be carried out in accordance with the approved documents. 


Construction of buildings and grounds 


Exhibition regulations require that a building or buildings be erected for each 
national section covering approximately 70 percent of the ground granted to them, 
the rest being used for gardens characteristic of gardens in the country being 
represented and for essential free space. The architect is responsible for the 
layout of these gardens; and, where a landscape gardener is appointed, this special- 
ist shall submit his drawings through the architect. Construction of the building 
would be accomplished under contract. 


Design, assembly, installation, and operation of the national exhibits 

Participating countries have few contractual or regulatory obligations insofar 
as their own national exhibits are concerned. However, since all other planning 
for the exhibition is for the purpose of providing an adequate setting for the 
national exhibits, there is the implication that these exhibits should be sufficiently 
effective to make the entire effort worthwhile. The sectional commissioners gen- 
eral and their staffs will have full control of the design, assembly, and installation 
of the national exhibits within the limitation of available funds. 


Demolition of buildings and restoration of site 
Article 4, section I of the special building regulations for the exhibition requires 
that, after the exhibition has closed, participants remove all materials, including 


those of the foundations,-and restore’ the site‘to its original condition by- February 
15, 1959. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. All right, Mr. Murphy, could we have your 
statement on the item? 

Mr. Mvurpuy. Mr. Chairman, as you know, Brussels is the seat of 
the next world fair to be opened on April 17, 1958, and to run for 6 
months. This is one of the universal and international exhibitions 
normally held every 6 years under the provisions of the Paris Con- 
vention of 1928 to which the United States is not a party. However, 
the United States has participated regularly in these world exhibitions 
and hosted the last one which was the New York ‘‘World of Tomorrow” 
Fair, 1938-39. The Brussels exhibition differs greatly in scope and 
substance from the national trade fairs of which several hundred are 
held annually and in which the United States is participating under 
the President’s trade fair program. 


THEME OF THE FAIR 


Now, Mr. Chairman, the Belgian Government and people are 
especially anxious to make the 1958 exhibition a great success. As 
indicated by its official name, the participation will be international 
and the scope universal. Its theme is ‘A World View —A New 
Humanism.’’ Main exhibition buildings will be devoted to ‘‘World 
Cooperation,’ “International Science,’ ‘Aviation Today,” and 
‘Nuclear Energy.’”’ The several arts will have their due place in 
this manifestation of human cultural achievements. The participating 
countries are expected to demonstrate the moral and social aspects of 
their contribution to progress, as well as their technical realizations, 
thus illustrating the three chief lines of development in civilization. 
The exhibition is conceived as a meeting place of representatives of 
Governments and peoples from all over the world to share the benefits 
of their national economic scientific and spiritual progress. It is 
designed to ‘‘sound a note of hope that man on the threshold of the 
atomic age may find a better means of achieving human understanding 
and peace.” 

We think, Mr. Chairman, that the exhibition wil] be the outstanding 
international event of 1958. Over 35 million visitors are expected to 
attend. Some 45 countries and several international organizations 
have formally agreed to participate. 


SOVIET PARTICIPATION 


I might mention in that connection that we are informed that the 
Soviet Union, for example, is preparing a grandiose participation at 
Brussels. They have reserved over 30,000 square feet of space to be 
devoted to their national pavilion and they have reserved a sphere 
in the atomium for the presentation of their realizations in the field 
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

They will also participate in the Palace of International Sciences, 
and the fine arts exhibits, and they will provide an exceptional program 
for the Soviet National Day with a ballet of their national opera, 
orchestra, and so forth. 
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UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION 


We feel, Mr. Chairman, that participation in the Brussels Exhibi- 
tion will present the United States with a splendid opportunity to 
demonstrate our contributions to international peace and progress 
and to enhance the value of efforts made in other fields to acquaint 
the world at large with American ideals and the American way of life. 
The theme and the main features of the exhibition are peculiarly 
suitable for exploitation in connection with our foreign policy, and 
offer us a large forum in which to make an effective counter appeal to 
anti-American propaganda. 

The United States is a leading power of the free world. Absence 
of the United States from the exhibition, or an inadequate United 
States participation, would leave the Communist propaganda largely 
without a foil and create a situation which would be immediately ex- 
ploited by dectractors of the United States. The maintenance of 
American prestige abroad requires our participation to present Ameri- 
can peaceful achievements on an adequate scale in an exhibition where 
the contributions of many nations to culture and progress will be on 
display. 

The failure of the United States to participate in the last Belgian 
exhibition of this category created considerable difficulty for our Bel- 
gian friends. <A repetition thereof in connection with the 1958 exhibi- 
tion would have cumulative ill effect in Belgium. On the other hand, 
participation on an effective scale would manifest our interest in the 
welfare and development of a good and historic friend. The Belgians 
look to and expect United States participation to make the exhibition 
truly a world fair and to insure its success as a demonstration of world 
progress. 


INTEREST OF AMERICAN COMPANIES 





While the exhibition is not a trade fair or devoted to the sale of 
commercial pro lucts, it is expected that the demonstration of Ameri- 
can progress and the American way of life will have most beneficial 
effects on American commerce and foreign tourism in the United States 
long after the exhibition has closed. The fact that many prominent 
American companies have manifested interest in exhibiting in the 
private sections of the exhibition indicates the value such companies 
ascribe to United States participation. American commercial ex- 
hibitors will compete on an international basis for the grand prizes, 
gold medals and other awards granted traditionally by these worid 
fairs. 

AMERICAN VISITORS EXPECTED 


Over 500,000 American visitors are expected at the exhibition 
including many servicemen on duty in, and Americans resident of, 
furope. Among these visitors will be prominent figures in every 
phase of American life. The absence of a truly representative 
National United States exhibit, effectively countering the Communist 
bloe exhibits, would be noticed and possibly inspire criticism of the 
Government. 
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UNITED STATES TO HOST NEXT EXHIBITION 


As you know, Mr. Chairman, the United States hosts periodically 
international exhibitions comparable to the Brussels 1958 Exhibition. 
It is now believed that the next such exhibition will be held in the 
United States. The success of any United States exposition depends, 
to an important extent, on the nature and scope of foreign participa- 
tion. Failure of the United States to participate in exhibitions abroad 
might well result in refusal by foreign countries to participate in the 
American expositions. To obtain the cooperation of foreign countries 
in our expositions, we must cooperate in theirs. 

Chairman Haypren. When will that forthcoming exposition be? 

Mr. Murpuy. The year has not yet been set, Mr. Chairman. 
Normally they are held every 6 years. 

Chairman Haypen. This was held in the United States 6 years ago? 

Mr. Murpuy. Well, the last one that was held here was 1938-39. 
That was the New York World’s Fair. 

Chairman Haypen. So it is about time that they came back; is 
that right? 

FEES CHARGED EXHIBITORS 


Mr. Murpuy. It is about time that they came back. 

Chairman Haypen. Is there any fee charged for United States 
private exhibitors at a fair of this kind? 

Mr. Murpuy. Well, they pay for space in some of the commercial 
aspects of the pavilions. But that will be separate from the United 
States official participation. 

Chairman Haypen. There is more talk and complaint and criticism 
about the cultural presentations that we make in various parts of the 
world. Do you think you can avoid that kind of criticism in this 
instance? 

Mr. Murpny. We are very conscious of the discussion last week, 
and we shall certainly do our best to harmonize it with the thoughts 
here. 

Chairman Haypen. Now, the fair does not open until April 17, 
1958. 
Mr. Murpny. That is right. 


DEMOLITION OF BUILDINGS 


Chairman Haypren. Why is it necessary to ask for $1 million to 
restore the site and demolish buildings to be constructed for exhibits 
during the fair at this time? Why can that not wait for a year? 

Mr. Murpny. I think it is waiting for a year. The history of it 
has been that we had estimated a total cost of $15 million. After 
considerable discussion with the Bureau of the Budget, we have come 
up with this request for $10 million which, of course, means that we 
will probably have to come up for more funds later on. 

Chairman Haypen. I understand, but the $1 million is to restore 
the site and demolish the buildings now. I think contracts will have 
to be made. 

_ Mr. Crovcn. May I answer that, Mr. Chairman? That $1 million 
is part of the original contract for construction. The contract will 
be less because of the award for demolition of the buildipg and the 
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materials that will come from the demolition of the building. So that 
the demolition cost will be in the original contract for construction. 

Chairman Haypen. Is it to be assumed that if the contractor can 
use anything that he obtains out of the demolished building that that 
will be taken into consideration in evaluating the contract? 

Mr. Crovucnu. Exactly, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. But you have to know it all at one time. 

Mr. Crovcu. That is correct, sir. We anticipate that that will 
reduce the construction cost in the first instance. 

Chairman Haypren. There has been some argument in this com- 
mittee at various times whether it would be better to depend upon 
contractors bidding to get that done or whether to sell them sepa- 
rately. In any event, their value in connection with the new con- 
struction is taken into consideration? 

Mr. Crovucn. That is correct, sir, 


TOTAL REQUEST 


Chairman Haypen. You are requesting now the full $10 million. 

Mr. Murpuy. The $10 million, yes, sir, which represents this total! 
estimate. 

Chairman Haypen. You will be back next year. 

Mr. Murpny. We are afraid that might be true. 

Chairman Haypen. For an additional $5 million. 


BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATE 


Mr. Murpnuy. Yes, sir. Shall I just mention the breakdown of the 
$10 million figure? There was a basic structure of the building as 
estimated at $3 million, and the exterior and interior at $1 million 
and the landscaping and restoration of the site and demolition of 
the building and architectural engineering and other services at $1 
million, which makes a total of $5 million. 

Then there is an item of $5 million for exhibit and operating costs. 
We feel that this is an essential item to the success of the participation 
because of the planning and contracting that will have to be engaged 
in during fiscal 1957. 

Chairman Haypen. This is a no-year appropriation, is that right? 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Mr. Crowcnu. That is right, and with respect to the enabling legis- 
lation, the bill S. 3116 passed the Senate without the Brussels Fair 
amendment. The Brussels Fair amendment has been considered by 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee and reported favorably out of 
committee and we anticipate action on the floor any day. 


CONSIDERATION BY HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Chairman Haypen. Did you submit this estimate to the House? 

Mr. Crovcn. It has not been submitted to the House and it was 
only forwarded to the Hill last Friday, by the Bureau of the Budget 
and it has not yet been before the House. 

Chairman Haypen. Well, I think copies of it must have been 
submitted, 
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Mr. Crovucn. Copies have gone to the House. I understand that 
the House probably will not have hearings on this. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I was sorry not to be here on the Brussels 
Fair matter, but this $10 million is being appropriated to the State 
Department as I read this request, 

Mr. Crowcn. Yes, sir. 


PARTICIPATION BY DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Senator SaLronsTaLL. | thought the Department of Commerce 
was the Department who put on the fairs. 

Mr. Crovucn. This is not a trade fair, Senator. This is a fair 
resulting from a convention of 1928, and it is similar to the New York 
Fair, or the Chicago World’s Fair. We were not a party to the con- 
vention, but we have always accepted the invitation to participate. 
It is a separate fair, sir, and not a trade fair which is handled by the 
Commerce Department. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. If it is not a trade fair but it is a separate 
fair, does that mean that the State Department is going to be respon- 
sible for building our exhibits? 

Mr. Croucn. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But our Government will have an exhibit 
there? 

Mr. Crovcn. It will primarily be a Government exhibit. 

Senator SaLronstauu. And the State Department is going to design 
it and put it on? 

Mr. Crovucn. That is correct, sir, and according to an amendment 
to S. 3116, we will have a commissioner who will be in charge. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Was this all gone into at one time? 

Chairman Haypen. I do not think in that particular detail. I as- 
sumed that the State Department had the jurisdiction, and you are 
developing that point. 

Senator SaLronsTaLL. What I am getting at is this: In the past, 
has the State Department done this, for instance, at the World’s 
Fair in New York, or the other world’s fairs that are mentioned here, 
for the last 100 years? Has that always been done by the State 
Department? 

Mr. Crovucn. No, sir; where they have been handled in the United 
States, it has generally been done by the State or city, but the State 
Department has participated and contributed. 


PARIS FAIR OF 1899 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Here is a list of exhibits, or a list of fairs 
over in Paris in 1899, $250,000. Who put that on? 

Mr. Crovucn. The French Government, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Who put on our exhibit? 

Mr. Crovucn. The State Department participated, as it will in the 
Brussels Fair. I cannot answer you as to how much money we put 
into it. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But who designed the exhibit that went into 
our fair, if you can answer that, and 1 do not blame you if you cannot 
answer that question? But who put on or who was responsible for 
spending that money? 
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_ Mr. Crovucn. I cannot answer that. I will be glad to get that 
information for vou. 


(The information referred to follows:) 

The official American exhibit was under the direction of a Commissioner 
General who was appointed by the President and was under his general direction. 
The Commission had sole responsibility over appropriated funds. 

Senator SALTonsTaLu. It seems to me, like Senator Ellender, 
perhaps, when we travel we do pick up a little knowledge, and there 
has been great criticism in the fairs that I attended, for instance, in 
New Delhi and in Berlin. There was divided responsibility. Now, 
if you are going to spend $10 million, that is quite a responsibility. 

Mr. Crovucn. That is correct. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. If you are asking the Department of Com- 
merce to become experts in putting on these exhibits, why does the 
State Department take on and put on this exhibit in Brussels? 


COOPERATION WITH OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


Mr. Crovucn. I think, sir, we should not create the impression 
that the State Department considers itself to be technicians in this 
field. We are doing this with the cooperation of the United States 
Information Agency, and the Department of Commerce, and the other 
executive branch departments. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Who is going to be responsible to say ‘‘Yes”’ 
or “‘No’’? 

Mr. Crovucn. The Commissioner. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And the Commissioner is an officer of the 
State Department? 

Mr. Crovucn. Will be appointed by the Secretary of State. 

Senator SALronsTALL. He is responsible to the Secretary of State? 

Mr. Crovucn. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Are we going to get the best expenditure of 
our money that way? I ask that, because the Department of Com- 
merce has been putting on these other fairs, and it would seem to me 


that they were the ones who had the experience and were the ones who 
had the know-how. 


OPERATIONS COORDINATING BOARD APPROVAL 


Mr. Croucn. I would like to explain that the directive on the 
Brussels Fair actually comes from the Operations Coordinating Board, 
which is chaired by the Under Secretary of State, and on that com- 
mittee are representatives of the Department of Commerce. It is 
the Operations Coordinating Board basically that determines the 
policies, and the nature of the exhibits, and so on, and will be the final 
judge, even though the Commissioner has the ultimate authority. 
The OCB is the advisory board, and reviews all plans and operating 
expenditures. 

Senator SatronstaLL. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I would think most respectfully, and most respect- 
fully to the Department of State, that before we got through with our 
hearings on this it would be helpful to hear the Secretary of Com- 
merce or his proper representatives on this subject. 
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STATE-COMMERCE AGREEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. That could be done. Will you see that some- 
one appears from the Department of Commerce? 

Mr. Crovucn. Mr. Chairman and Senator Saltonstall, if it is agree- 
able, and in the interests of saving the time necessary to bring addi- 
tional representatives before you, I would like to provide for the 
al correspondence from the Department of Commerce indicating 
agreement to the Department of State handling this fair. 

Chairman HaypEeNn. Without objection it may be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, July 18, 1956. 
Hon. Rorert Murpuy, 
Deputy Under Secretary of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. Murpny: I understand that, in the Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tee this morning, Senator Saltonstall raised a question regarding the organization 
in the Government to backstop the United States participation in the Universal 
and International Exhibition of Brussels, with particular reference to the role of 
the Department of Commerce. 

It is my understanding that the Secretary of State will appoint a Commissioner 
General who will have the major responsibility of planning, organizing, and oper- 
ating the United States exhibit at Brussels. The Commissioner General will be 
responsible to the Secretary of State, working through the Office of the Under 
Secretary. Participation of the Department of Commerce and other interested 
agencies of the Government will be assured through a special committee of the 
Operations Coordinating Board. 

Undoubtedly the experience of the Department of Commerce in conducting its 
trade-fair programs abroad will prove helpful to the Commissioner General and 
to the Department of State. However, it should be noted that the Brussels 
Exhibition is an entirely different type of presentation from a trade fair, and we 
in the Department of Commerce are therefore satisfied that the organization 
contemplated is a logical one. 

I trust that the foregoing will help clarify the question raised by the Senator. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. C. McCLeE ian, 
International Affairs. 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Senator Cuavez. If the Secretary of Commerce is putting on a 
fair under authority, what is the authority for the State Department 
to put on another fair? 

Mr. Crovucu. Sir, in Senate bill 3116, which is the bill to set up 
the President’s Fund for International Affairs, that fund covers trade 
fairs as well as cultural programs for the Department of State, and 
there has been an amendment submitted in the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and reported out favorably which amends S. 3116 to add 
to that bill the authority for the Brussels Fair. 

Senator Cuavez. That particular piece of legislation, plus the 
amendment, is not yet law. 

Mr. Croucnu. That is correct, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any other questions? If not, we 
thank you. 


80579—56——15 
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LANGUAGE REQUEST 


The next item concerns language to use up to $3,500,000 of Israel 
pounds for educational, scientific, and cultural purposes under au- 
thority of H. R. 11356, the Mutual Security Act of 1956. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD KATZEN, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE; GEORGE V. ALLEN, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE; EDWARD C. CROUCH, DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR BUDGET AND FINANCE; OLIVER 
TROXEL, POLITICAL AFFAIRS OFFICER, BUREAU OF NEAR 
EASTERN, SOUTH ASIAN, AND AFRICAN AFFAIRS; JOHN C. 
FRENCH, DIRECTOR OF THE EXECUTIVE STAFF, BUREAU OF 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS; AND ROBERT M. BEERS, CHIEF OF THE 
INFORMATION MEDIA GUARANTY BRANCH, JU. S. INFOR- 
MATION AGENCY 


JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypen. The language requested, authorization there- 
for, and the justification will be placed in the record. 
(The documents referred to follow: ) ; 


SUPPLEMENTAL EsTIMATE REQUESTED 


“Not to exceed $3,500,000 of foreign currencies, available after June 30, 1955, 
from the special account for the informational media guaranty program, shall be 
available during the current fiscal year, for educational, scientific, and cultural 
purposes, as authorized by section 1011 (d) of the United States Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as amended.” 

This proposed appropriation language is to permit use of Israel pounds accrued 
to the Treasury through operation of the informational media guaranty program. 
Legislation authorizing the availability of such foreign currencies for educational, 
scientific, and cultural purposes is included in H. R. 11356, the Mutual Security 
Act amendments, which has passed the Senate and the House. 


AUTHORITY FOR Use or FuNps FOR EpUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL 
PURPOSES 


(Mutual Security Act of 1956, sec. 11, title V, ch. 3) 


“(d) Foreign currencies available after June 30, 1955, from conversions made 
pursuant to the obligation of informational media guaranties may be sold, in accord- 
ance with Treasury Department regulations, for dollars which shall be deposited in 
the special account and shall be available for payments under new guaranties. Such 
currencies shall be available, as may be provided for by the Congress in appropriation 
Acts, for use for educational, scientific, and cultural purposes which are in the national 
interest of the United States, and for such other purposes of mutual interest as may 
be agreed to by the governments of the United States and the country from which the 
currencies derive.”’ 

GENERAL STATEMENT 


It is requested that $3.5 million be appropriated for the purchase of Israel 
pounds which have accrued to the account of the Treasury of the United States 
through the operation of the informational media guaranty program. This 
request is made pursuant to the statutory authority provided in the proposed 
amendment to subsection (d) of section 1011 of the United States Information 
and Exchange Act of 1948, as amended. 
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It is proposed to expend the Israel pounds purchased with these appropriated 
funds for educational, scientific, and cultural purposes, in accordance with the 
illustrative program described below. This program will be of great benefit 
to the United States in its relations with Israel. 


The IMG fund in Israel 


The informational media guaranty (IMG) program makes it possible for foreign 
countries having a shortage of foreign exchange to import books, periodicals, and 
other informational media from the United States through regular commercial 
channels. Under this program, foreign importers make payment to the American 
exporter in local currency, and the exporter exchanges the local currency upon 
application to the United States Information Agency, in accordance with the 
terms of his IMG contract. 

Originally authorized under section 111 (b) (3) of the Economie Cooperation 
Act of 1948, the legal authority for the IMG program is now contained in section 
1011 of the United States Information and Educational Exchange Act. Ad- 
ministrative responsibility for the program is vested in the United States Infor- 
mation Agency. 

An appropriation for the purchase of the IMG funds in Israel is necessitated in 
that country first because of two factors: (1) The IMG program in Israel is the 
largest in the world, resulting in a particularly high rate of accrual of local cur- 
rency funds, and (2) the agreement between the United States and Israel was the 
first which limited the expenditure of local currency proceeds to scientific, educa- 
tional, and cultural purposes, and such other purposes as might be agreed upon 
between the two governments. 

The size ot the program in [srael is indicated by the fact that of about $5 million, 
at current valuations, in local currencies on hand over the entire world as a result 
of the operation of the program, the total in Israel was IL 7.2 milion ($4 million) 
as of April 30, 1956. A summary of the accumulations of Israel pounds, by fiscal 
years, since the first year of the operation of the program in Israel is as follows: 


{In Israel pounds] 


Interest | Total pounds 





| | 
Date | Guaranty | 
| account account | 
eee aT —— rT ee Ey 
Furtit BO OR sion cg ee a Pe ee 868, 187 | 0 868, 187 
I i 3, O18, 918 | 14, 482 | 3. 033, 400 
NE heck sas eee es nei ea al | 4, 962, 470 | 88, 344 | 5, 050, 814 


SOUR ae. Pace ee ete ee | 7, 113, 147 135, 412 | 7, 248, 559 





Of the above total, IL 6,300,000 ($3,500,000 at the current rate of IL 1.80 
e juals $1) is recommended for expenditure. The remaining funds have been left 
for purchase with funds appropriated for the Fulbright program, plus appropria- 
tions for local administrative expenses of the USIA operation in Israel. 

IMG operations in each country are based upon bilateral executive agreements 
between the United States and the foreign government. The agreement on the 
disposition of IMG funds in Israel was contained in an exchange of notes dated 
June 9, 1952, between the Prime Minister of Israel and our Ambassador to 
Israel. Under this agreement, the funds are ‘freely expendable by the United 
States Government for scientific, educational and cultural activities and for such 
other purposes as may hereafter be agreed upon by the United States Government 
and the Government of Israel.’”’ This provision of the agreement was introduced 
at the insistence of the Israel Government to avoid the loss of dollar exchange, 
and it now appears in several other agreements. Such a provision has been ac- 
cepted by the United States Government in countries where, for reasons of 
policy, it has been especially desirable to introduce informational materials from 
the United States. While the funds accrued under agreements of this type cannot 
be utilized for general United States expenses, they provide the means through 
which friendly relations can be cemented by using them for cultural, scientific 
and educational activities of mutual interest. 


SCOPE AND EMPHASIS OF THE PROGRAM 


In February and March of 1956, Mr. Bernard Katzen visited Israel as a special 
consultant to the Secretary of State. He was entrusted with the preparation of 
recommendations for the use of the Israel pounds accrued under the IMG pro- 
gram for purposes that would further the common interests of the United States 
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and Israel. These recommendations serve as the basis for this program. The 
following principles were followed in preparing the program: 

Each project is calculated to create closer ties between the United States 
and Israel. 

2. Each project is planned to permit it to be financed entirely in local currency. 

3. Each project provides some specific new service or facility, not merely 
budgetary support. This was believed necessary both to maximize the impact of 
the proposed expenditures and to avoid future claims for assistance to maintain 
operations. 

4. The program as a whole is designed to reduce administrative problems and 
expenses to the absolute minimum. Through use of United States grants, the 
total administrative cost, including minor supervisory and support costs which 
are not contained in this program, have been kept well below 1 percent. 

5. The program as a whole is designed to appeal to all major social groupings 
within Israel. 

6. The geographic distribution of the projects was taken into consideration to 
reach as many people as possible. 

The following program is presented on an illustrative basis. It will be noted 
that the total of the projects given is $3,900,000 (IL 7,020,000), which is $400,000 
more than the requested appropriation. It has been assumed that, in a new pro- 
gram of this type, a few of the organizations recommended for assistance may 
prove to be unable to make the required demonstration in detail of their ability to 
carry the proposed projects through to completion and in one case (mobile cinemas 
and libraries) additional study is needed to ascertain whether the project is feasible 
on the basis of a contract in local currency. Inasmuch as these contingencies have 
been taken into account, the sum actually requested is a very conservative esti- 
mate of the funding requirement. 


Illustrative program 


United States Information Center and Library, Tel Aviv 

To construct a library, auditorium, workshops and offices for 

the United States Information Agency, exclusive of those offices 

included in the United States Embassy Building. 
This proposal would save United States tax money by investing 

in a Government-owned building which would provide more 

adequate facilities for the information program in Israel, 

Rae CE i TR. 6 i isi i es econ nse ewcewnces 97, 222 

To contract for the showing of selected motion pictures and 

for the operation of motion-picture units and mobile libraries. 
An important means through which American ideals and cul- 

ture could be spread is through motion pictures—particularly 

through documentary films. In border settlements located in 

remote areas, the settlers are hungry for cultural contacts, and 

mobile units showing American films and lending American books 

would have a strong impact. There isa question, however, as to 

whether contractual arrangements for an effective operation of 

this type can be made in local currency, and additional study 

is accordingly required. 
Total projects on contractual basis_-_..------------------- 375, 000 
Request for appropriation for grants 277, 778 


——o——————— 


Chairs in Israel universities 222, 222 

To finance the establishment of chairs in American studies at 
Hebrew University, Weizmann Institute, the Israel Institute 
of Technology (Haifa Technion), Bar-Ilan University, and the 
University of Tel Aviv. 

It is proposed that chairs be established on a grant basis 
for a period of from 3 to 5 years. Chairs in American civilization, 
history, literature, government and/or industrial management 
would be set up to present the American way of life on the 
university level, thus acquainting future leaders of Israel with 
the culture and accomplishments of the United States. 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Translation and publication program___--- -- 

These funds would be used to provide grants ‘to finance the 
translation of American and world classics into Hebrew; at least 
50 percent of these translations would be of American books, 
including translations of American textbooks and technical 
manuals which would be used by workers and foremen in 
industry. 

The translation of technieal books would be helpful in 
encouraging private initiative in mdustry, and in spreading 
American technical knowledge to the worker level in Israel. 

University and teacher-training scholarships 

To provide grant financing to Israel institutions for scholar- 
ships to be awarded over a period of 3 to 5 vears. The institu- 
tions that would participate are the Hebrew University, the 
Weizmann Institute, the Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa 
Technion), Bar-Ilan University and the University of Tel Aviv. 
Scholarships would be made available for courses of study which 
would contribute to closer United States-Israel understanding. 

American Israel Friendship League, Beersheba 13, 889 

To provide club premises for the league at Beersheba. 

The league is the counterpart of the America-Israel Society 
in the United States. Its aim is to further friendship and 
understanding between Israel and the United States. By 
providing quarters for the activities of the league in Beersheba, 
where there are increasing numbers of new immigrants, the 
league would reach an important element of the Israel popula- 
tion in a newly developing area. 

Artists village (Bnai Zion Foundation), Ein Hod cciasd Tei 

To construct a ceramics kiln and/or build and equip a studio 
building. 

This project gives support and encouragement to painters, 
sculptors, and other artists working in ceramics, metal, weaving, 
etc. American artists frequently visit and work in the village, 
where a house has been set aside for their use to facilitate 
cultural exchange between the two nations. 

Association of the deaf and mute in Israel____ 

To complete the construction of the Helen Keller Home, 
which will serve as the center of the activities of the association, 
and where professional training will be given to those who are 
physically handicapped. 

This project would assist in training persons requiring deep 
sympathy, care and skilled help before they can progress toward 
a useful life in the community. The training of the deaf and 
mute has long received wide support in the United States, 
where techniques have been developed which are used throughout 
the world. 

Bar-Ilan University~ : 

To build an American science wing to house laboratories for 
the physical sciences. 

Bar-Ilan University is a relatively new institution which is 
introducing the American college system into Israel. It plans 
to facilitate the exchange of students between Israel and the 
United States and to make a special effort to create a cultural 
bridge between the two countries. 

Beth Emmanuel Museum, Ramat Gen pista 41, 667 

To add another floor, which will be used as an art gallery, to 
the museum building now being constructed. 

The museum plans to dedicate a large room to American art. 
This will be useful for exhibitions of American artists’ work and 
is expected to be an important means of showing to Israel the art 
and culture of the United States. 
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Illustrative program—Continued 
Beth Esther 

To purchase a building where orphaned girls will be housed. 

This home takes care of, educates, and trains in useful occupa- 
tions homeless girls, mainly from oriental countries, The pro- 
posed allocation would allow the institution to buy another 
building, where 40 or 50 additional orphaned girls may find a 
home. 

Beth Ha’am, Jerusalem 

To help complete the cultural center in Jerusalem. 

This is a nonpartisan center which will serve as a meeting 
place for people in Jerusalem coming from a wide variety of 
cultural backgrounds. Educational and _ cultural lectures, 
courses, and seminars are to be held in the center. 

Beth Hanoar Haivri (YMHA: YWHA), Jerusalem 

To assist in teaching the English language. 

Most youth organizations in Israel have local political con- 
nections, but Beth Hanoar Haivri, which has 600 members in 
Jerusalem and is affiliated with the World Federation of YMHA’s 
is entirely nonpolitical. It is proposed that a grant be made to 
permit this organization to add the teaching of English, both 
through its classes and its dramatie group, to its other activities. 

B’nai B’rith (Yehouda Halevy Lodge), Tel Aviv 

To assist in finaneing a revolving scholarship loan fund. 

The applicants benefiting from this fund would be those who 
would otherwise be unable to continue their studies. The fund, 
as a revolving fund, would make its impact felt in Israel for many 
vears. 

Boys’ Town, Jerusalem ___- Moiwesee st 

To purchase equipment for training boys in carpentry and 
associated trades. 

Soys’ Town in Jerusalem cares for homeless boys and trains 
them for useful lives. It is modeled on Father Flanagan’s Boys’ 

Town in Nebraska. Through the purchase of equipment which 
will be used to teach them a trade, additional underprivileged 
boys would have an opportunity to become productive, useful 
citizens. 
Chinuch Atzmai (elementary school system) 216, 667 

To establish courses in American history and to support the 
teaching of subjects contributing to an understanding of Ameri- 
can ideals. 

Chinuch Atzmai is an independent school system in Israel. 

It proposes to introduce courses in American history, and Ameri- 
‘an ideals are to be disseminated to Israel youth who at present 
have little or no instruetion in subjects dealing with American 
life. 
Community Centers, Nazareth, Kiryat Shmone 138, 889 

To construct and provide basic equipment for community 
centers in Nazareth and Kiryat Shmone. The buildings would 
contain an auditorium for lectures, dramatic performances, and 
meetings; a library; a reading room and necessary service rooms. 

The Government of Israel has undertaken to provide the land 
and unskilled labor for these centers. 

The center at’ Nazareth would serve a large Arab population 
where there are few community amenities and facilities. It is 
anticipated that the center would help counteract the influence 
of the Communists among the population of Nazareth, and con- 
tribute toward the reduction of local tensions, 

The center at Kiryat Shmone in northern Galilee would 
serve a large population of recent immigrants and would be a 
center from which western culture and ideas could be dissemi- 


nated, especially among Jews who have immigrated from the 
East. 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Council of the Sephardi Community, Jerusalem - - - --- aa 

To construct a wing to the post graduate college, “Beit Hara- 

shall,” to be devoted to the study of English, American juris- 
prudence and constitutional government. 

The Sephardic community in Israel is influential and well 
respected. Through the expanded study of English and Amer- 
ican law and government, this important source of community 
leadership will be given an appreciation of American life and 
thought. 

HIAS, United Service, Beersheba---- _- 25, 000 

To complete the construction of the HIAS (Hebrew Immigrant 
Aid Society) hostel in Beersheba and to finance the purchase 
of equipment which can be procured locally. 

HIAS is expanding its activities to the rapidly developing 
Negev, where there are many new immigrants. A hostel in 
Beersheba would provide American connected services to people 
who would not otherwise be reached. 

Hadassah Medical Organization. __.___-___-__- 

To assist in the construction of an American "wing to the 
Mother and Child Center of Hadassah. 

The Hadassah Medical Organization, an American organiza- 
tion which has for many years been active in the medical and 
social welfare fields of Israel, is planning a Mother and Child 
Hospital in connection with its medical center in Jerusalem. 
This assistance would make an important contribution toward 
the completion of this American-sponsored institution. 

Haifa Municipality 138, 889 

To construct a cultural center which would include a library, 
auditorium, gymnasium, ete. 

This project, which is sponsored by the Haifa municipality, 
would have an impact on the growing city of Haifa and the 
surrounding area. The Haifa authorities plan to encourage 
the use of the facilities of the new center by the fairly large 
Arab population in that region. Through the center’s use by 
both Arabs and Jews, the center is expected to serve in bringing 
the two groups closer together. 

Hazamir 

To support a choir assembly sponsored by Hazamir. 

Hazamir is an educational, public, nonprofit body which 
sponsors the World Assembly of Jewish Choirs. Both American 
and European choirs participated in two preceding festivals, and 
with the proposed assistance a festival can be held which will 
attract a large foreign attendance. United States interest in 
cultural activities would thus receive unusually widespread 
attention. 

Hebrew University 111, 111 

To construct and equip a teachers’ training high school. 

This school will be 1 of 3 schools affiliated with the School 
of Education of Hebrew University. It is to be used for train- 
ing teachers and setting standards for education in Israel. 
The building would be named for a great American educator 
such as John Dewey or William Kilpatrick. 

Home for Blind Jewish Girls 

To furnish equipment for and to support the work of the 
Women’s League for Israel among the blind. 

This work is centered at the Baeti Haluzot in Natanya, where 
blind girls are housed and given vocational training in order to 
prepare them for an existence of dignity and self-support. At 
present, they are taught weaving, bookbinding and music, and 
they are given courses in Braille and primary subjects. The 
proposed allocation would help to expand the home’s facilities. 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Israel-American Archeological Foundation 

To restore the historical sites of Megiddo (‘‘Armageddon’’) 
and Montfort (Crusader) and to finance a limited restoration of 
Subeita (Nabatean) ; to support joint Israel-American archeologi- 
cal expeditions and excavations in Israel, especially in the Negev. 

Those restorations are expected to call widespread attention 
to these historical sites, and would be important tourist at- 
tractions. 

With respect to the field work, preliminary surveys indicate 
that there is a tremendous amount of archeological exploration 
to be carried out in the Negev, as well as in other parts of Israel, 
from which information may be gained which would contribute 
to a deeper understanding of our Fades Christian hereitage. 

Israel-American Museum Foundation 

To construct a museum which would house the antiquities of 
Israel and its art treasures, and make it possible for them to be 
studied and enjoyed by all visitors to the museum. It would also 
provide facilities for scholars and laymen interested in studying 
archeological problems. 

This project would serve as a center for historical studies and 
would be an important tourist attraction. It would fill a long- 
felt need in Israel, where priceless treasures and archeological 
findings are unusable for lack of display and study facilities, and 
provide a permanent monument to American interest in art and 
antiquities. 

Israel Bar Association. 

To erect a library wing to house an American law library. 

In this period of transition, when Israel is modifying its legal 
system and practice from that established by the Mandate, an 
American law library would be most helpful to the attorneys 
and jurists of Israel and would promote the understanding of 
the American legal system. The association has proposed 
naming the wing after the late Justice Louis Brandeis. 

Israel Boy Scouts Association _ ; 

To develop the Central National Camp for Israel Boy Scouts. 

The principles of scouting are representative of the highest 
ideals of Western culture and civilization; this project would help 
instill these ideals into the youth of Israel. 

Israel Conservatoire and Academy of Music, Tel Aviv—--- 

To construct a classroom building for the Conservatoire on land 
allotted by the Tel Aviv Municipality. 

The conservatoire serves as a training school for musicians, 
many of whom are preparing for positions with the Israel Phil- 
harmonic Orchestra. The love of the Israelis for music makes 
this a particularly appealing project for American support. 

Israel Foundation for Infantile Paralysis _ - 

To purchase a bus of local manufacture. 

The means to transport those crippled by infantile paralysis 
to and from rehabilitation centers and educational institutions 
is needed by the foundation. The bus would also be used to trans- 
port books and other equipment to the crippled who live at a 
distance from the foundation. American assistance would thus 
serve both humanitarian and educational purposes. 

Israel Institute of Technology (Haifa Technion) _ 

To erect a Hall of Humanities and Social Sciences, which would 
include the Department of Pedagogy for training instructors for 
vocational high schools. 

For some 30 years the Technion has been devoted to the 
profession: il training of engineers. It is now transferring its 
activities to a new location on Mt. Carmel, where it is endeavor- 
ing to broaden both the scientific background and general educa- 
tion of its students. An American-type curriculum would be 
added which would develop a sense of the economic, human and 


nonscientifie aspects of the managerial and engineering functions. 


5 


7 


$333, 333 


833, 333 


27, 778 


5, 556 


16, 667 


166, 667 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Jerusalem School of Archeology 

To finance archeological expeditions in Israel. 

The Jerusalem School of Archeology is a branch now being 
organized by Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, which for many 
years has participated in archeological expeditions in Israel. It is 
particularly noted for its work in the field of biblical archeology. 

Its work should be closely coordinated with the work of the 
Israel-American Archeological Foundation. 

Kfar Silver Agricultural Training Institute__________- 47, 222 

To construct an agro-mechanics building, workshop and car- 
pentry shed, a medical clinic, and physics, chemistry and biology 
laboratories buildings. 

This agricultural training institute is named in honor of the 
prominent American Jewish leader, Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver. It 
encourages private enterprise in agriculture and trains students 
for agricultural employment. 

Kinneroth Esco Music Center (Ein Gey) __-_-__- ee 

To complete the concert hall at Ein Gev where music festivals 
and concerts are held. 

The various festivals held at Ein Gev, patterned on Tangle- 
wood, are outstanding in the cultural and musical life of Israel. 
They attract a large audience from Israel and abroad. Aside 
from its national and international appeal, the center serves as a 
point from which Western culture is disseminated among the 
residents of the area. 

Pardess Katz Maabarah ‘ks Cs ote 30, 556 

To construct and equip a nursery. 

The operation of nurseries for underprivileged children and 
orphans is carried on by the Agudath Israel Organization. The 
construction of a nursery would not only be a worthwhile 
humanitarian activity but would appeal strongly to an influ- 
ential group in Israel. 

P’eylim_ Bash 

To set up a permanent summer e: amp ‘for unde rprivileged 
children. 

P’eylim is an organization of American student volunteers in 
Israel which is working towards the integration of the new immi- 
grant children in Israel, while advancing American ideals of 
openmindedness, fair play and democracy. A _ permanent 
summer camp where its activities could be expanded and coor- 
dinated would do much to carry out this useful work. 

Science laboratory, Herzlia High School, Tel Aviv 
To construct and equip a laboratory which is intended to serve 
as a pilot project and which would help to guide Israel educators 
in planning the curricula of Israel high schools. 

it is proposed to name the laboratory after the American 
statesman and scientist, Benjamin Franklin. A laboratory of 
this type would be a demonstration project in planning for 
future scientific education in the high schools of Israel. 

Aviv Cultural Center_ F E 166, 667 
To assist in the comple tion of the Tel Aviv Cultural Center 

which will serve as a gathering point for civil and cultural groups 

in Israel and will house the Israel Philharmonic Orchestra. 

The large foyer will be made available to the United States 
Embassy in Tel Aviv for meetings, receptions, ete. This project 
is sponsored by the municipality of Tel Aviv, and will serve as a 
major center identified with the United States, for culture and 
education in Israel as a whole. 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Torah Shelemah Institute _ $11, 111 

To purchase loc: illy a valuable library of 4,000 volumes to add 

to the research facilities of the institute. 
The institute is sponsored by the American Biblical Encyclo- 

pedia Society for the purpose of fostering biblical research. 

The membership of the organization includes well-known schol- 

ars and community leaders. The purchase of this library 

would assist the institute in translating and publishing biblical 

literature of interest to both the Jewish and Christian com- 

munity. 


Water desalting research 
To finance a program of scientific research and development 
in the demineralization of brackish and sea water. 
This project is to be carried out through a grant administered 
by the Weizmann Institute and would be related to the desalina- 
tion research of the United States Department of the Interior. 


The results of this study should be of value to both the United 
States and Israel. 
World History of the Jewish People____- - Ag gtr 5 Se 41, 667 

To finance historical research on the Jewish. people. 

The overall objective of this special organization, operating 
under the name, “World History of the Jewish People,’ is to 
publish a comprehensive new history of the Jewish people, of 
which a part is to be devoted to the establishment of the State 
of Israel and the part that the United States and American 
Jewry played in it. It is proposed that assistance be provided 
toward the latter work. 

Young Men’s Christian Association, Nazareth___- 

To provide a building for the Nazareth YMCA. 

The Young Men’s Christian Association in Nazareth is under 
the administration of the American and Canadian National 
Board. While the organization is already carrying on useful 
work in Nazareth among the Arab population, it is believed its 
influence would be materially increased if it had more suitable 
quarters at its disposition. This would help it to combat the 
influence of the Communist elements which are active in that 
area. 


Zebulon Israel Seafaring Society aul 

For repairs to engines which the socie ty can . then use to expand 
its practical training activities. 

The society was founded to train young men in seamanship. 
It has maintained ties with similarly interested groups in the 
United States. The proposed grant, while small, would enable 
it to operate with greater effect. 

Zionist Organization of America, Tel Aviv 

To establish a bureau of information on America, to establish 
classes in English and American literature, to finance seminars on 
American topics, and to reconstruct the library, theater, and 
concert hall of the ZOA House, Tel Aviv. 

The ZOA House in Tel Aviv is sponsored by the American 
Zionist Organization. The proposed grant will make it possible 
for this organization to interest many additional people in the 
United States and in the English language. 


3, 516, 672 
3, 213, 889 
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Illustrative program—Continued 


Administration (total) $8, 333 

Inasmuch as this program is largely to be operated on a grant 

basis, it can be supervised through the American staff regularly 

assigned to administer the United States Information Agency 

and International Educational Exchange Service activities in 

Israel. A small staff of 3 local employees will be required, how- 

ever, to assist in preparing the detailed terms of the grants and 

assuring the proper use of the funds. 


3, 900, 000 
Grand tot: al of appropri: ation request_.....-.-- anaes .. 3, 500, 000 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. All right, Mr. Katzen, could we have your 
explanation of the item? 

Mr. Karzen. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared short statement 
which I would like to read which I think will explain our purposes here 
today. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Secretary of 
State has for some time been exploring means through which the 
United States can demonstrate more effectively its friendship to the 
peoples of the world. He has also had for many years, as you know, 
a profound interest in the scientific, educational, and cultural activi- 
ties of nongovernmental groups and institutions. 

The proposal before you is a new approach, using private institu- 
tional channels, to the problem of creating good will toward our 
country. This ‘approach, while low in cost and requiring only the 
use of local currency already in the possession of the United States, 


is one which can make an immediate and direct impact on persons 
and groups that we do not normally reach in our government-to- 
government aid program. It is proposed that the approach be tried 
first in Israel, where over 7 million Israel pounds have accumulated 
to the account of the United States as a result of the operation there 
of the informational media guaranty program. 


GENERATION OF IMG LOCAL CURRENCIES 


Chairman Haypen. I would like to have a little more detail as to 
how these Israeli pounds came into the possession of the United States. 

Mr. Katzen. In 1952 the USIA inaugurated in Israel what is com- 
monly known as the book program. That was the program by which 
this informational media—books, articles, and magazines—were sent to 
these countries. I think you can get further corroboration of the 
purposes by experts who are here today, but my understanding was 
that it was to spread the American way of life to combat communism 
and to generally spread Americana in those countries where we were 
anxious to get our way of life across, and to combat the Communist 
propaganda that had been sent in the same form into these countries. 

In 1952 there was inaugurated this IMG program. Now, the finan- 
cial aspects of it were these: These countries did not have dollars to 
buy our books, so in the simplest terms, we would say to the American 
book publisher, in effect, you do not have to be concerned about how 
you get paid, we will pay vou the hard dollars, and we will pick up 
the local foreign currency. 
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Now in Israel that is what happened. Our Government kept accu- 
mulating these Israeli pounds to our account in banks in Israel, and 
we would pay the American book publisher the hard dollar at the 
rate of $1 for a pound. 

Chairman Haypgen. These books were published in English? 

Mr. Katzren. Yes, they were American books published in English, 
and magazine articles and other types of literature. Mr. Beers of the 
USIA is here today; he is very competent, and he knows this program 
in all of its aspects, and he would, I am sure, be glad to supply you 
with any information on that. 

Chairman Haypren. You can proceed, and then we can ask him 
about that. 

IMG PROGRAM 


Mr. Katzen. The IMG program is, I believe, well known to the 
members of this committee. Briefly, it makes it possible for countries 
having a shortage of foreign exchange to import books and magazines 
from the United States through normal commercial channels. The 
foreign importer pays the American exporter in local currency, and the 
exporter exchanges the local currency for dollars upon application to 
the United States Information Agency. 

The IMG program operates only in countries that have formally 
consented to it. A number of countries have accepted it only on con- 
dition that the local currencies accruing to the credit of the United 
States under the program will be used for limited purposes which will 
avoid loss of dollar exchange. In Israel, and generally where such 
limitations are in force, the restrictions permit the use of local currencies 
for “scientific, educational, and cultural activities’? and for other 
purposes that may be agreed upon by the two Governments. The 
United States has found it wise to accept such conditions where, for 
reasons of policy, it has seemed especially desirable to encourage the 
use of American books and periodicals. 

Of the seven-million-odd Israel pounds on hand as a result of the 
IMG program, it is proposed that 6,300,000 Israel pounds, the 
equivalent of $3,500,000 be used to promote friendly relations between 
the United States and Israel through an investment in good will. By 
assisting some 40 institutions in Israel that are engaged in scientific, 
educational, cultural, and humanitarian activities, we can make our 
friendship felt through the length and breadth of Israel. 


MISSION TO ISRAEL 


The question may well be asked as to why science, education, and 
culture should provide so effective an avenue for promoting good will. 
I should like to answer that question by drawing upon my own 
experience in Israel. Under instructions from the Secretary of 
State, I recently visited Israel to prepare specific recommendations 
as to the most effective uses that can be made of the local currency 
accrued to the account of our Government. I found Israel in a 
state of tension, with both press and public gravely concerned with 
political and military matters. This preoccupation was by no means 
an exclusive one, however. The people of Israel showed a tremendous 
need and desire to achieve new and wider horizons in art, literature, 
music, and general learning. 
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On the hills outside Jerusalem, imposing buildings are taking shape 
for the new Hebrew University and, even while the construction is 
going on, the university is a functioning reality. Students are over- 
flowing the limited facilities of the Technion—the Israel Institute of 
Technology at Haifa—their interest inspiring the creation of a college 
of science comparing with the best of our own institutions. Theaters 
are sold out weeks in advance, and Israel’s museums, although small 
and poorly equipped, are heavily used. 


MUSIC FESTIVAL AT EIN GEV 


Ein Gev, a village on the Sea of Galilee, holds a music festival 
something like our own Berkshire Festival, while another group, 
Hazamir, sponsors a unique festival for choirs. An artists’ and 
painters’ colony flourishes at Ein Hod. Scores of other groups and 
institutions are engaged in vocational training and pbysical reha- 
bilitation, and an even larger number is devoted to religious and 
historical scholarship, philosophical research, and archaeological 
studies. 

These were the manifestations I found of the yearnings of the Israelis 
for knowledge and cultural achievement. From ancient times, the 
Jewish people have emphasized scholarship, and Israel is continuing 
this great tradition. There are few Israelis who do not have some 
personal association with at least one of the many fine organizations 
in cultural or humanitarian work. No more dramatic means of 
showing our desire for a continuing close relationship with Israel can 
be found than through a demonstration of interest in representative 
private groups engaged in these activities. 


USE OF PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 


I should like to conclude by emphasizing the word “private,’’ 
since the nongovernmental character of these institutions is important 
in distinguishing this proposal from others in which the United States 
participates. This is not a government-to-government operation. 
It involves direct assistance to people who are associated voluntarily 
for worthy purposes. It is therefore a personal program—a part of 
the lives of all those working in these organizations and interested 
in their objectives. This direct and personal approach through 
private institutions can produce important dividends in friendship 
and good will toward the United States, 


AGREEMENT WITH ISRAEL 


IMG operations in each country are based upon bilateral executive 
agreements between the United States and the foreign government. 
The agreement on the disposition of IMG funds in Israel was contained 
in an exchange of notes dated June 9, 1952, between the Prime 
Minister of Israel, David Ben-Gurion, and our then Ambassador to 
Israel, the late Monnett B. Davis. ‘The exchange is as follows: 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, 
Tel Aviv, June 9, 1952. 
No. 89 

EXCELLENCY: I have the honor to refer to conversations which have recently 

taken place between representatives of our two Governments relating to an 





236 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


informational media guaranty program pursuant to section 111 (b) (3) of the 
Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended. I also have the honor to confirm 
the understandings reached as a result of these conversations, as follows: 

The Governments of Israel and the United States of America will, under 
request of either of them, consult regarding exports of informational media to 
Israel proposed by nationals.of the United States of America with regard to 
which guaranties under section 111 (b) (3) of the Economie Cooperation Act of 
1948, as amended, have been made or are under consideration. 

With respect to such guaranties, covering imports approved by the Government 
of Israel in accordance with the terms of the aforementioned section, the Govern- 
ment of Israel agrees that Israel pounds acquired by the United States Govern- 
ment pursuant to such guaranties will be freely expendable by the United States 
Government for scientific, educational and cultural activities and for such other 
purposes as may hereafter be agreed upon by the United States Government and 
the Government of Israel. 

Upon receipt of a note from Your Excellency indicating that the foregoing pro- 
visions are acceptable to the Government of Israel, the United States Government 
will consider that this note and your reply thereto constitute an agreement be- 
tween the two Governments on this subject, the agreement to enter into force on 
the date of vour note in reply. 

Accept Excellency, the renewed assurances of my most distinguished considera- 
tion. 
Monnetr B. Davis 
His Excellency Davin Ben-Gurion, 
Prime Minister and Action Minister for 
Foreign Affairs for the State of Israel. 


THE PRIME MINISTER 


JERUSALEM, June 9, 1952. 
EXcELLENCY: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your Excellency’s 
Note No. 89, dated June 9, 1952, referring to conversations which have recently 
taken place between representatives of our two Governments relating to an infor- 
mational media guaranty program pursuant to section 111 (b) (3) of the Economic 
Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended, and to confirm that the provisions set 
forth in that note are acceptable to the Government of Israel, which considers 
your Excellency’s note and this reply as constituting an agreement between the 
two Governments on this subject, entering into force on this date. 
Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my most distinguished con- 
sideration. 
D. BEN-GURION, 
Prime Minister and Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
His Excellency Mr. Monnetrt B. Davis, 
United States Ambassador, Tel Aviv. 


PROPOSED USE OF FUNDS 


Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
this question: When this program was first started, the informational 
media guaranty program, that is, money which has been generated 
from the purchase of books and things like that for Israel. 

Mr. Katzen. Senator Ellender, I wonder if I could have Mr. Beers, 
who was one of the originators of the program and who is familiar 
with it, answer your questions? 

Senator ELLENDER. I would like you to tell us what was this money 
to be used for. There was a specific purpose for which it was to be 
used. 

Mr. Croucn. This is Mr. Robert Beers, who is Chief of the infor- 
mational media guaranty program of the United States Information 
Service. 

Chairman Haypren. What we would like to know is to what extent 


does this program tie in with the regular United States information 
program in Israel. 
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Mr. Berrs. My name is Robert Beers, Chief of the Informational 
Media Guaranty Branch in the United States Information Agency. 

The informational media guaranty program was originally author- 
ized under the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948. It is essentially 
2 guaranty on the part of the Government to convert foreign currency 
sales receipts into United States dollars. This is done under the 
rms of guaranty contracts which are issued to American publishers 
by the United States Information Agency. It is a commercial program 
in the sense that we make possible a buyer-seller relationship between 
the American publisher and the importer of books and periodicals in 
foreign countries. In Israel the IMG agreement was negotiated by 
the Mutual Security Agency in 1952. Under the terms of that 
agreement, the United States Government agreed to reserve the 
Israel currencies acquired under the program for educational, scientific, 
and cultural activities and for such other activities as might be 
agreed upon between the two Governments. 

The reason for that reservation was that in order to get the Israel 
Government to accept the IMG program, they had to have assurance 
that the operation of the program would not result in a net loss in 
dollars to their Government. Obviously, if we were able to make 
completely unrestricted use of the Israel currency we acquired in the 
program, this would result in a net loss of dollars to Israel. 

That is true since certain United States Government expenditures 
are financed with Israel pounds purchased with United States dollars 
and the Israel Government wanted to make certain that when they 
accepted the IMG program, that source of dollars would not be cut off. 


TOTAL UNITED STATES DOLLARS INVOLVED 


Chairman Haypren. What was the total amount of the United States 
dollars involved? 

Mr. Berrs. I can give you the figures, sir. I might say parentheti- 
cally that under our present legislative authorization we have a limit, 
worldwide, on the IMG program of $10 million in guaranty contrac ts 
annually. In Israel, I can give you the amount of contracts that 
have been issued. Since the beginning of the program there has been, 
through April 1 of this year, $10% million in guaranty contracts 
issued, and we have paid $7.1 million for the Israel currencies acquired 
under these contracts. 

Chairman Haypren. We have an investment of $7.1 million, and 
you propose here to use $3 million out of the $7 million or practically 
half of it for this purpose. 


CHANGES IN VALUE OF ISRAEL CURRENCY 


Mr. Brers. Well, Senator, I might say that there have been 
changes in the value of the Israel currency, and the rate at which 
books and periodicals come into Israel is figured at a rate of 1 Israel 
pound to $1. However, the rate of use of these currencies would be 
1.8 pounds to $1. That is the rate available to the United Ststes 
Government. 

Chairman Haypen. There is a certain amount of inflation in Israel. 

Mr. Brrrs. There is depreciation in the currencies, yes. 
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Senator ELLENDER. The total amount that you have now, you say, 
is $10,500,000. 

Mr. Beers. That is in guaranty contracts, Senator. Now our ex- 
perience shows that we actually pick up about 60 to 70 percent of the 
face amount of the contracts in purchases of foreign currency. 

Senator ELuenper. As I understand, Israel bought books in the 
United States and the United States Government put up the dollars 
for that purpose, and then did not utilize the local currency thereby 
made available, but put it in a fund with the understanding that that 
money would be used within Israel. Did I state it right? 

Mr. Berrs. That is the only place you can use Israel currency. 
We buy Israel currency in exchange for United States dollars. 

Senator ELLenper. Why do you not use this money for other pur- 
poses? We are assisting Israel now. We are providing some funds, 
and why could we not use that money to assist in other purposes than 
for the one you are now advocating? 

Mr. Brers. Well, I believe the question is, Senator—and this is 
out of my field—but I believe the assistance is in terms of dollars. We 
have Israel currency at the moment which can only be expended in 
Israel. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. I understand, but yet Israel could use that 
currency, could it not? 

Mr. Brrrs. The Israel currency, I believe that is the proposal that 
is before you today. 

Senator ELLENDER. But you are directing how it is to be used. 

Mr. Atuten. There is an agreement between the United States and 
Israel Governments concerning how these particular funds shall be 
spent. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where is that agreement? 

Mr. ALLEN. We have a copy of it here. It provides for their being 
spent for educational, scientific, and cultural purposes. It is true it 
also says “‘and such other purposes as may be agreed to by the two 
governments, but the Israeli Government has made it clear from the 
beginning that it will agree only to the use of the funds for educational, 
scientific, and cultural purposes, if I understand it. 

Mr. Katzen. That is exactly right. 


ADVANTAGE TO UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Senator ELLENDER. Is it to your advantage to do that, rather than 
seeking to make it available to be spent for other purposes, just to 
make us do what they want, is that the idea? 

Mr. Karzen. No, Senator. The recommendations that I have 
made cover the interest not only of the Government of Israel, but it 
covers our own Government’s interest. One of the recommendations 
is for the construction of a building for the USIA in Tel Aviv, thereby 
saving our own Government’s expenditures in that direction. Then 
my recommendations were based on the things I saw, the people | 

talked with, regardless of the Israel Government. I did talk with the 

representatives of the Israel Government, and the whole report and 
the project recommendations would have the approval of the Israel 
Government, but we are not bound by their approval, per se. The 
agreement gives us the right, unqualified right, to make recommenda- 
tions in Israel on scientific, cultural and educational institutions, 
regardless of what Israel may say about it. 
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Of course, in my capacity I wanted to work out an arrangement 
which would meet with the approval of everybody concerned, and I 
think that has been achieved. 


OTHER ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL 


Senator ELLENDER. But you grant that we are contributing at the 
moment to Israel quite a few million dollars each year and Israel today 
is trying to, as I recall, bring water to many parts of its territory that 
is parched and that cannot produce except that water is brought on 
it. Iwas there 2 years ago and I saw the work going on. Why could 
the money not be used for that purpose? Why could you not have 
them do that rather than come back to us for more money, because 
that is what it amounts to? 


GENERAL APPROVAL OF PROGRAM 


Mr. Katzen. May I say, Senator, that when I was investigating 
this whole situation and having discussions as to how the moneys 
might be best spent to achieve the purpose that we are essentially 
interested in—gaining the friendship of the people there, that is what 
I thought was one of the prime objectives—I discussed this with the 
people of Israel. I discussed it with the Government also. This 
program that I have presented has the general approval—the desire 
and the wishes, the composite wishes—of the Government of Israel, 
and the people with whom I have conferred. 

What is important, I think, in this, Senator, is that we try through 
this approach to win the friendship of the people. 

Senator ELLENDER. You do not mean to say that we have got to 
expend efforts to win the friendship of Israel, with all that we have 
done for them, would you? I am serious about that now. Do you 
mean to tell us that we have got to spend money now in order to win 
the friendship of Israel, with all that we have done for them? Is that 
your idea? 

Mr. Karzen. Implicit in that would be that we do not have th 
friendship of the people of Israel. But I would say this, that when | 
arrived in Israel there was a tension, no doubt about it. I do not 
read Hebrew myself, but the press was concerned with political mat- 
ters, and with military matters. One newspaper, which was by all 
odds a lone one in that respect, suggested that perhaps we ought to 
use the money to buy bomb shelters for the Israel people. But aside 
from that, all of the newspapers hailed this kind of an approach, and 
they welcomed this idea. 

Now, in this climate of tension on military matters and political 
matters, an approach toward the cultural and the scientific and 
humanitarian aspects of the life of Israel would impress itself on all 
strata of society. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we have ever done 
this in any country. 

We have engaged in economic aid, and we have engaged in military 
aid, and I suppose thereby we hope to win the friendship of the 
peoples of those countries. I am not speaking as an expert as to 
whether we have achieved that in all of the countries into which we 
have poured billions of dollars, but with this kind of approach we 
could address ourselves to the segments and strata of the society of the 
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countries whose friendship we want to win that are engaged in cultural 
activities, scientific and educational and humanitarian works, and if 
we could, by this kind of an approach, gain the friendship of those 
people, I think it is an important stride and a new approach, Senator. 

For what is involved in. this program, I think, is well w orth trying. 
It has the approval—lI know it would have the ble ssing—of the Gov- 
ernment of Israel, without sacrificing our own rights. I took the 
position with the Israel Government that it was our Government’s 
money and it could be expended as we desired under the restrictive 
terms of the agreement that was made in 1952. 


RENTAL OF BUILDING 


Chairman HaypeN. You mentioned that there was a building that 
you were occupying over there. How much would we save in rent? 

Mr. Karzen. We consulted with the Foreign Building Office and 
they have figures on that. 

Chairman Haypen. There is a workshop and the United States 
Information Agency building involved there and this would save the 
United States tax money by investing in Government-owned buildings 
which would provide more adequate facilities for the information 
program. Is that right? That is for that purpose? 

Mr. Katzen. Yes. 

Chairman Haypen. How much would you save in rent? 

Mr. Troxet. We are not prepared to answer how much we would 
pay in rental if we had a building of the sort that envisage. The 
present facilities in Israel are not ade quate for our purposes. Maybe 
Senator Ellender has visited the small library on Bialik Street in Tel 
Aviv. It has not been doing an adequate job. We feel that we 
would not be saving only the relatively small sums of money now used 
in the rental of that building, but we would have a much more effective 
operation for the USIA as a whole. 


LIBRARY PROGRAM 


Senator ELLENDER. Your proposal has in mind making this USIA 
a permanent institution, by putting up a building there with our 
money. Now, I do not take it that way. It strikes me that you take 
the libraries—and I have taken this matter up with Mr. Streibert on 
several occasions—when we started out our library program it was 
with the idea of trying to show the peoples of various parts of the 
world how we operate our own, but it was never intended that we 
should do it ad infinitem. As I pointed out the other day, we have 
them in London and Paris and in Rome, where those people have 
libraries that outshine ours here. 

Now, if we should put up permanent buildings as is being advocated 
by those who are behind USIA, this institution would be utilized 
from here out. But that is not the way I see it, personally, as a 
member of the Senate. Now, the idea of using that money to build 
buildings there for USLA instead of using it for more important things 
in Israel is what I am fussing about. Now, there are many more 
important projects to which this could be used so as to help the people 
there rather than along the lines you have just given us there. That 
is my objection to it. I am not going into any details about what | 
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found in Israel. However, a lot could be done there to make it a 
democracy. Now you are familiar with that, too, are you not? 

Mr. Karzen. Definitely. And may I say that that was one of the 
points that I had constantly in mind. To demonstrate that concern- 
ing these projects that I am rec ommending g, one of the criteria for 
accepting or recommending to the Sec retary any allocation was that 
it could be coupled with an “American affinity. Here is one of the most 
craphic and sumple illustrations. 


FUNDS FOR SCHOLARSHIPS 


Some of this money is being allocated for scholarships in their 
leading universities, Senator, like the Wizmann Institute and the 
Hebrew University, and we hope to endow chairs for American litera- 
ture and social sciences and whatever the best subjects are that the 
experts pick upon, so that we carry and create this affinity between 
the particular project in Israel and the United States. That is one 

| the criteria. It is not that we seek to foist our culture upon 
Israel; we do not want to do that. 

Chairman Haypen. By an affinity, you mean American education 
institution in the United States? 

Mr. Katzen. By endowing a chair in American social science or 
history in the Hebrew University, we gain closer affinity. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are doing that to some extent in the United 
States Information Service, and you have exchange of students, and 
you have exchange of professors, and that is being done, is it not, in 
Israel, the same as it is done in other countries? 

Mr. Karzen. I cite this as one of the illustrations, but it goes 
beyond the endowment of chairs. Every one of these projects which 
were submitted and which I have recommended—out of 277 projects 
that were submitted, I am recommending only 44 of them 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have your 
indulgence. This witness has been to Israel, and I would like to read 
a few observations that I made while I was there about Israel in my 
visit there in 1954. These are general observations, and [ would like 
to see if you agree with me. 


RURAL VILLAGES ON COMMUNAL RASIS 


I discovered here that many Israeli rural villages are conducted 
either on a communal or cooperative basis. 

For the committee’s information, I incorporate at this point in my 
report a brief excerpt from my rough field notes made during and 
subsequent to visits to several of these villages. 


I saw quite a few farming communities known as Kibbutzim— 
you are familiar with that? 

Mr. Katzen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER (continuing): 


where all property is communally owned. Everything belongs to the com- 
munity organization, even the clothes on the members’ backs. The children are 
cared for in a nursery, the people eat together, and everything is worked in 
common. Cash is derived from some manufacturing, either that or some other 
establishment is the moneymaker for all members. I visited one such village 
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that operated a large hotel for the tourist trade, and it obtained its cash from that 
operator. There are other forms of organization that I shall discuss later. 

Another type of village operation is the moshne ovdim. This is an ordinary 
rural village based on privately owned land and created by private enterprise. 
These are working village cooperatives whose members are small holders. They 
are based on mutual assistance and equal opportunity for all members. All farms 
are small. No salaried employees are permitted. Each farm is planted and 
cultivated by a member of the group and his family, but the village is entirely 
cooperative in the sense that the sale of all produets and the purchase of all sup- 
plies is done on a cooperative basis. Certain types of equipment are owned com- 
munally and used cooperatively. The management is placed in the hands of a 
council appointed by the assembly, the latter being composed of all members, 
It is purely agricultural and the first village type was founded in 1921, 

There is still another class, the moshnavim, consisting of small landowners, the 
same as the moshne ovdim, but no rigid doctrines such as salaried workmen are 
permitted. These are run by middle-class citizens whereas the moshne ovdim is 
run by a labor movement. 

There is still another—the moshan shittufi—which is a village organization 
based on a communal ownership. Members have separate homes. They do 
their own cooking and take care of their own children. As I pointed out, these 
associations vary. There is little property that is free of some sort of cooperative 
plan or the control of some body or council. There are few farmers who are free 
to act on their own volition. Farms are more or less operated on a cooperative 
basis. 

GENERAL FEDERATION OF JEWISH LABOR 


The industrial phases of this young nation’s economic life are 
controlled almost entirely by the General Federation of Jewish Labor 
in Israel (Histadrut), which—more than a trade union—is the largest 
employer in the state of Israel. It runs and operates a health and 
insurance club, it maintains hospitals and clinics, and operates activ- 
ities such as oil and soap works, flour mills, chemical plants, and so on. 

Now, is it to cure anything like this that you are trying to get this 
fund for? 

Mr. Karzen. The answer to that would be ‘‘Yes,”’ Senator. I say 
that your observations were well taken, and that is the situation. 
That is the situation that I found, to some extent, when I went there. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Did I exaggerate anything in here? 

Mr. Karzren. No. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is exactly as I found it and it is far from 
being a democratic government, in my humble judgment. 

Mr. Karzen. Senator, all I can say is that the specific things 
that you described to my knowledge are essentially the situation 
as it exists there. 

MOBILE CINEMA AND LIBRARIES 


Now, that is the purpose, or one of the principal reasons for this 
whole program. Let me say more specifically what my own project 
was. QOut of 44 projects that I am recommending, I just picked | 
as being what I called my own project, and that is listed under mobile 
cinema and libraries, oa page 7 of the illustrative program here on 
page 7. You willsee that there. It is in that book there. 

There I say: 

An important means through which American ideals and culture could be spread 


is through motion pictures, particularly through documentary films. In border 
villages— 


some of the type that you described — 


in remote areas, they are hungry for cultural contacts, and mobile units showing 
American films and lending American books would have a strong impact. Theré 
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is a question, however, as to whether contractual arrangements for an effective 
cooperation of this type can be made in loeal curreney— 
but that is a technical matter. 

I think that you have put your finger on it. What we are trying 
to do here is to try to counteract some other concepts and the ideas. 
Now, you must bear in mind that when I went there as a special con- 
sultant for the Seeretary of State, I could not come into a strange 
country—and it was my first visit and I had never been there before— 
and try to revise their .pelitical philosophies or their whole system. 
I did not think that that was my purpose or function. 

Senator ELLENDER. Certainly, 1 agree with you there. All I could 
do was to express surprise and almost horror at what I saw there when 
after spending a lot of money in order to teach them democracy and 
teach our way of life, they were doing just the contrary, and that is 
what I could not understand. 

Now, as I found things in Israel, you have very little to work with. 
What I mean by that is this: You have little land on which living can 
be gained. If the plans that the people in Israel envision—that is to 
make a home there for as many as 2 to 2% million people—I can say 
today without fear of contradiction that the Jews of America, the 
Zionists and others who are interested in Israel, better make up their 
minds that from here-out they are going to have to subsidize Israel, 
because Israel, in my humble judgment can never make a go of it on 
its own. 

Mr. Karzen. You have raised the point, and I hope that the 
State Department will forgive me for delving into history and trying 
to give an explanation, but I think that it is part of my experience 
there. When I saw these things that you have so well described, the 
thought occurred to me as it did to you. I recognized that I was not 
there to revise or to try to amend or reform the political structure of 
Israel. At the same time, I could not help but think, not as a his- 
torian—I am not an expert, nor do I profess to be—of when our own 
country was settled. 


COMMUNITY ASPECT OF JAMESTOWN SETTLEMENT 


Jamestown, for instance. The settlers arrived on these barren 
shores and oe came to a frontier that was really the frontier. 
There we had a sort of community—not communism by a long 
shot—but a Seas aspect which in a sense is reproduced in some 
of these Israel villages, there on the border. 

Now what happened here in our own country? 

Senator ELLENDER. That was for protection only. 

Mr. Karzen. For self-preservation. The food had to be taken 
there. If we shot some turkeys in the woods, they would be brought 
in and put into a community pot. The land was allocated—I think 
the land was not allocated, there was too much of it. But certainly 
it had some of the aspects of this collectivism. 

Senator ELLENDER. For mutual protection, you are right about 
that. 

Mr. Katzen. So I, in my own mind, friendly as I am and trying 
to understand them, felt that there was some analogy. But I do 
say this, that underlying this whole program before you is the ides 
that we can create the closer affinity between the institutions, that 
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is the major institutions of Israel, scientific and cultural and humani- 
tarian, and couple it up with an ‘American affinity that we keep ever 


present and let them know our American way of life and all of that, 
I think that is important. 


INFLUX OF PEOPLE 


Senator, Israel is the scene of a constant influx of a great many 
peoples from all over the world. The *y come from Africa, they come 
from all sorts of foreign countries, and they have never been expose | 
to nor have they felt the impact of what we believe to be the greatest 
system in the world. This is not a never-ending struggle, and [ 
foresee the time when it will stop. But it is a struggle at the present 
where we must participate and we should try; and for what money is 
involved in this, Senator, I think it is well ‘worth it. 


STATUS OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 


Senator ELLenpER. As I told some of the people in charge out there, 
the first thing they must do is reform this Histadrut, which as I said, 
owns and controls brick factories, cement factories, and transportation 
and if any industry desires to go there to develop anything in Israel, 
they have got to look up to this organization that is backed by the 
Government. So that in my humble judgment, you cannot have a 
semblance of private enterprise. Do you not agree with me? 

Mr. Katzen. Senator, private activity is one of the underlying 
principles of this program. I will say this, Senator, that they do not 
have the system that we use in our country, the same private- 
enterprise system; no, sir. I agree with you on that. 

Senator ELLENDER. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Katzen. But I do hope that this program will help in a great 
measure to contrast with some of these things that you talk about. 

Senator ELLENDER. I wonder if we could have for the record exactly 
how this money is to be used, that is, in the record so that we could 
determine that. 

Mr. Karzen. There is an illustrative program, Senator, and we 
have copies of it. 

Senator ELLENDER. I mean the number of buildings and for what 
purpose. 

Mr. Karzen. Every project and every dollar and how they are to 
be spent and the reason for it. You may have this, Senator. This 
gives the specifics as to every dollar that is to be spent. 


CONSIDERATION BY FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE 


Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. In looking this 
over, I note that there are about 44 projects that are listed here and 
this is our second supplemental. Was this taken up with the Foreign 
Relations Committee, so that they gave it any study in the deter- 
mination of whether these projects are in their good judgment accept- 
able to the Foreign Relations Committee’ 

Mr. Katzen. That is a technical question, and Mr. Troxel of the 
State Department could tell about that. 

Mr. Troxev. The individual projects were not discussed, sir. The 
question of principle—the use of the funds for scientific and educational 
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and cultural purposes—has recently been taken up in connection with 
the authorizing language which the Senate passed. 

Senator ELLENDER. And the Foreign Relations Committee has had 
this question before them? 

Mr. Troxet. They did not hold hearings on this specific matter, 
nor did we have an opportunity to discuss any individual projects. 
| have a copy of the letter, however, which presented the basic 
position. 

Senator Tuyr. When did you first submit this to the State Depart- 
ment, because this is the second supplemental, and for that reason it 
is a question in my mind whether the Budget Bureau had this question 
and did the State Department consider this question and did the 
Foreign Relations Committee consider it, and why could it not have 
come in the earlier appropriations bill? 

Ir. TroxeL. Mr. Katzen concluded his trip to Israel with some 
277 projects, and it has taken a good deal of time to winnow them 
down to the individual projects that can best serve the interests of the 
United States in getting these ideas across. 

May I give you, sir, a copy of the basic letter which was given to 
Senator George and the Committee on For eign Relations, which sets 
forth in general that program. 

Senator Toyz. That is the only question that I had, Mr. Chairman, 
and I had read the statement. 


INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARANTY PROGRAM FUNDS 


Senator ELLENDER. Could we have placed in the record a statement 
indicating the amount of money of a similar nature that is in other 


countries, the whole program? 

Mr. Katzen. We have that and we will submit that. 

Senator ELLENDER. At this point. 

Mr. Crovucn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. That means every country and the amount of 
money available. 

Mr. Crovucu. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpER. And what the program is for the future. 
believe you have a limitation of some kind; have you not? 

Mr. Croucu. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Put that in too, if you do not mind. 

Mr. Crovucu. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARANTY PROGRAM 


The informational media guaranty program was originally authorized under 
section 111 (b) (3) of the Economie Cooperation Act of 1948. The present legis- 
lative authority is set forth in section 1011 of the United States Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as amended. 

Originally administered by the Economic Cooperation Administration and then 
by the Mutual Security Agency, administrative responsibility was transferred to 
the Department of State in 1952, and subsequently to the United States Infor- 
mation Agency in 1953. 

Essentially, the IMG program makes it possible for American publishers and 
motion-picture distributors to sell their books, periodicals and films in countries 
where the shortage of United States dollar exchange has drastically curtailed, if 
not entirely eliminated, the import of such commodities. Under IMG contracts 
with American exporters of informational materials, the United States Govern- 
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ment guarantees to convert the American exporter’s foreign currency (sales 
receipts) into United States dollars. 

The financing of the IMG program is earried out through a revolving dollar 
fund, established and maintained under the public debt borrowing authority 
($200 million) provided in the basic legislation. That legislation limited this 
program to an annual maximum of $10 million for IMG contracts. This eon- 
tractual authority is a part of the $200 million provided in the statute, primarily 
for the industrial guaranty program, which latter is currently administered by 
the ICA. No appropriation for these guaranty programs has been necessary, 
The Mutual Security Act of 1956 provides for the transfer of financing for the 
IMG program to the Director of the United States Information Agency, creating 
a new revolving fund therefor from public debt monies, separate from the ICA 
fund for industrial guaranties. 

Foreign currencies purchased under IMG contracts are deposited to an account 
of the United States Treasury. These currencies may then be sold by the Treasury 
for appropriated dollars to any Government agency to finance any activities as 
provided within the limits of the agreement with the foreign government con- 
cerned. In the majority of cases, these currencies can be used to finance regular 
United States Government expenses in the country (see table below). In some 
countries, notably Israel, the [MG program would not be accepted without the 
imposition of a restriction on the spending of the foreign currencies acquired, 
limiting the spending to educational, scientific, and cultural purposes. Since, 
pursuant to section 1415 of the third supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 
1953, all foreign currencies must be appropriated before they can be spent, the 
Treasury has very few buyers for these restricted currencies (notably the Fulbright 
program). Hence, special appropriation language such as is here requested for 
special projects that will fall within the restriction is required. 

IMG agreements are in force in 28 foreign countries. The program has been 
activated in 15 of these countries, and 3 have been deactivated. It is presently 
activein 12. The complete list is contained in table A, below. 

As of June 30, 1956, IMG foreign currencies were held by the United States 
Treasury, subject to the indicated restrictions as to their use in the amounts shown 
in table B, below. 

As to currency acquired under IMG, imports covered by IMG contracts are 
subject to the rate of exchange fixed by the foreign government as applying to 
that category of imports. The rate of exchange at which the foreign currency is 
released by the Treasury Department for expenditure is the most favorable rate 
generally applicable to United States Government purchases of that currency. 
At present, the rate applicable to IMG imports is [£1.000 to $1.00, whereas the 
rate applicable to United States Government expenditures in Israel is I£1.800 to 
$1.00. 

As of June 30, 1957, the Treasury held in the IMG account I£8,090,818, valued 
at $4,137,967, and acquired at a cost of $7,448,341. 
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TanLE A.—Country agreements in force and dates when I MG was in active operation 


Country Program operative 
Austria . ; : i _ September 1948 to date. 
Belgium !__ ‘ __ Not activated. 

Bolivia ! a i Do. 
Ee cae 4. a y May 1955 to date. 
Denmark !_____-- a rs ; Not activated. 
Egypt 1__-- eer ; Do. 
France MA ’ a [ August 1950 to date. 
Germany ! : : ; September 1948 to December 1955 
Greece ! 5 Not activated. 
Iceland !___ sane aida ee Do. 
Indonesia ! arr e gd January 1956 to date. 
Israel : June 1952 to date 
Mealy Sec ics a. ti August 1949 to Deecember_1951. 
Japan !__ P ar Not activated. 
Luxembourg !________- Do. 
Netherlands ! : F April 1949 to June 1954. 
Norway -_ - ent 2m October 1948 to date. 
oo i __ November 1954 to date. 
Philippines 2_ - he ; ._..... March 1955 to date. 
Portugal }__..-- : Not activated. 
Spain 1 : ? Do. 
Sweden ! : Do. 
Taiwan - : 3 February 1953 to date. 
PTIORDN eg a; a Not activated. 
Turkey Cy ee Sit crater _.. August 1955 to date. 
United Kingdom !_ _ Not activated. 
Vietnam ! Be : , April 1956 to date. 
Yugoslavia _ ; 2 ae June 1952 to date. 

1 No loeal currency balances as of June 30, 1956 

2 Contracts entered into June 1953 but later amended to become effective March 1955 


TaBLe B.—Dollar value of IMG acquired foreign currency held by U. S. Treasury 
as of June 30, 1956, and restrictions on the use thereof 


Country Restrictions on use of IMG acquired currenc Dollar value 


Austria None (except for expenses of United States occupation forces) : $10, 846 
Chile None - - - ; i aaa 350, 179 
France_- do - 21, 776 
Israel May be used for scientific, educational, and cultural activities and such 4, 137, 967 
other purposes agreed upon by 2 governments. 
Norway. .-| None... ‘ i : 1, 384 
Pakistan. a oe 138, 150 
Philippines___...| Free use of $2.8 million equivalent vesos annually. Excess of this 70, 689 
amount for educational, cultural, informational activities proposed 
by 2 governments. 
Taiwan. None__--_- : oe acon 2, 153 
Turkey Nees Ao ao ; 12, 650 
Yugoslavia - a aes : ane 521, 820 


Total_. Ja . ‘ di ne 7 . 5, 267, 614 


Present legislative authority limits the issuance of guaranty contracts to $10 
million annually. The Mutual Security Act of 1956 modifies this limitation to 
provide that guaranty contracts in force at any one time may not exceed the 
uncommitted balance of the new funding authority. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fiso AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF ARNIE J. SUOMELA, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR; 
ABRAM V. TUNISON, CHIEF OF THE BRANCH OF GAME FISH 
AND HATCHERIES; AND JOHN R. GARDNER, CHIEF OF THE 
BRANCH OF BUDGET AND ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT 
OF THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Chairman Haypren. The next item is an estimate of $840,000 for 
“Construction, Fish and Wildlife Service,” for the construction of new 
fish hatcheries at Miles City, Mont., and in the Pisgah National 
Forest in North Carolina. The Miles City hatchery was authorized 
by Public Law 565 of this Congress, and the Pisgah National Forest 
hatchery was authorized by Public Law 596. 

The justifications and the authorizing acts will be included in the 
record. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


Program and financing 


| Increase (+) 

Presently Revised | or decrease 

available | estimate | (—), differ- 
| ence 


| ° 
| 


Program by activities: 
a i et | $1, 471, 000 | $2, 311, 000 | +-$840, 000 
2. Wildlife facilities. Ss | 1, 000, 000 | 1,000, 000 |.. --- 


mien nea. 5 BN eres ee | 2,471,000 | —-3, 311, 000 | +840, 000 
Appropriation plesucce s ero 2, 471, 000 | 3, 311, 000 | +840, 000 
| | 





1 


Tl 


1 


I 


SECOND 


Object classification 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 


Obligations by objects 


BILL, 195 


Revised 


estimate 


Presently 
available 





FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


tal number of permanent positions a 
ill-time equivalent of all other positions __- 


Average number of all employees 
Number of employees at end of year 


1 
ji 


Personal services: 
Permanent positions 
Positions other than permanent- - 


Total personal services_-.--- - 
Travel . 
Transportation of things 
Communication services 
Rents and utility services_- 
Printing and reproduction __ 

Other contractual services 

Supplies and materials 

Equipment 
Lands and structures 
Taxes and assessments. __- 


Total, Fish and Wildlife Service _- 
ALLOCATION TO CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Other contractual services - --- 
Lands and structures. _- 


Total, Corps of Engineers-_- 


Total obligations_-_----_-_-- 





Construction 


24 

9 
23 
35 


, 400 
7, 000 37, 000 
. 400 
, 500 
50 
400 
650 
700 
, 800 
0, 000 
2, 200 
0, 650 
200 


103, 126 
» 400 


, 210 
, 310 


, 050 


630 
, 130 
764 
640 


O00 


, 000 


100, 
900, 


000 
000 


100, 
900, 


000 
000 


1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 


"2, 471, 000 3, 311, 000 








Fish facilities: 
(a) Fish hatchery ‘acilities 
(b) Wildlife facilities 


Presently 
available 


$1, 471, 000 
1, 000, 000 


2, 471, 000 


$2, 311, 000 
1, 000, 000 


3, 311, 000 


$66, 126 | 


, 450 | 


}, 290 | 


Difference 


+840, 000 


Increase (+) 
or 
decrease ( —), 
difference 


+ $840, 000 


+840, 000 
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(a) Fish hatchery facilities, increase, $840,000 


Work to be accomplished: 
(1) Warm-water hatchery near Miles City, Mont., $465,000: 
Service building, including hatching room (jar- b: attery and 
tanks, office, shop, and garage) __ _ $90, 000 
Three residences : reece? See 
Three garages 5, 400 


Well and pump (domestie and supplemental hatchery water 

supply) ; es ficken , 
Hatchery w ater supply ete oe ; : 20, 000 
Earthen ponds, 40 surface acres_ ___ fet acaneeu SOG, 000 
Water supply reservoir, 15 surface acres 60, 000 
Sewage system __ eR hc hale Sc 5, 000 
Roads and grading ___ ee : ¥ 10, 000 
Utilities __ ety 3, 000 
Landscaping and fence ing_ pubeiia cp muhie teres ae 


Equipment _ Pe = 12, 090 
Engineering and continge ncies___- 40, 400 


Total 465 5. 000 


(2) Trout hatchery on the Davidson River at Pisgah Forest, N. C., 
$375,000: 

Preliminary engineering -_ __ : ' 10, 000 
Trout raceways_ __- 96, 000 

Hatchery arene (including office, cold storage and hatching 
room, ete.) aa 80, 000 
Utility buildings, garage, shop, ‘and storage sae 15, 000 
Water supply, supply lines, and drainage lines__ 60, 000 
Three living quarters and 1 Ceragns. 50, 000 
Oil house_____ a 2 1, 000 
Domestic water r supply and sewage facilities.__._.___.__---_ 12, 000 
Roads, landscaping, fencing, and bridges_ - 15, 000 
Equipment: Power mowers, firefighting, fish- -cultural, trucks__ 15, 000 
Engineering inspection and contingencies 21, 000 


MOURN oo ee ne we 375, 000 


Requirements for trout for restocking waters on national forests, national 
parks, and Indian lands in the southern Appalachian regions far exceed the pro- 
duction of hatcheries, State and Federal, presently serving the area. Stream 
surveys indicate at least 1,200 miles of trout supporting waters are included in 
the area and the fishing pressure has increased tremendously on these waters in 
recent years. The Fish and Wildlife Service presently operates a small trout 
rearing station on the Davidson River, 14 miles from Brevard, N. C., but the 
limited output of trout (approximately 13,000 pounds annually) is inadequate to 
meet restocking needs on lands under Federal control in the area. Owing to 
topographic limitations, enlargement of rearing facilities at the present hatchery 
is not considered practicable. The construction of a new hatchery on the David- 
son River at Pisgah Forest, N. C., at a cost of $375,000, is now before the Presi- 
dent for signature. A suitable site has been located in the John Rock area, which 
is 24 miles below the present hatchery location. Sufficient land and an adequat« 
supply of water are available at the site, and the amount of $375,000 is the esti- 
mated requirement to develop the site for an annual production of approximatels 
40,000 pounds of trout. The new hatchery would be operated in close coopera- 
tion with the present hatchery on Davidson River to provide the increased pro- 
duction of trout primarily required for restocking waters on Federal lands in the 
western part of North Carolina. 

The annual costs for full operation, including fish food, salaries, transportation, 
utilities, and miscellaneous supplies is estimated at $45,000. 

The present Miles City, Mont., fish hatchery is the only Federal warm-water 
fish-cultural station in region 1 of the Service, which consists of the States of 
California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. It has become 
inadequate because of size, location, and production facilities. Rehabilitation 
of the existing hatchery is impracticable as it is located in a swampy area that 
does not permit the drainage of ponds necessary for efficient and economical! 
operation. The establishment of a new fish hatchery near Miles City, Mont., t 
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replace the present hatchery, was authorized by Public Law 565, approved June 
t, 1956. 

There are no State warm-water fish hatcheries in Montana, Nevada, Oregon, 
or Washington, and the States of California and Idaho have limited facilities for 
the propagation of warm-water fishes, with the result that the fish and game de- 
partments of these States apply to this agency for bass and other warm-water 
fish. These applications have been filled only in part and from such distant points 
as the Federal hatchery at Tishomingo, Okla. The hatchery also serves the farm- 
pond program and performs a valuable service in this respect. The Soil Conser- 
vation Service has estimated that there are 50,000 farm ponds in the State of 
Montana alone. 

There is a demand for predaceous warm-water species for corrective stocking 
of fish in many public waters where the use of fish toxicants is not practical, and 
for warm-water fishes for other waters where chemical treatments are being used 
to eradicate rough-fish populations. In order to meet the demand, approximately 
40 surface acres of rearing ponds for bass, bluegill and catfish, and facilities for 
the hatching of northern pike and walleyed pike eggs are necessary at the new 
hatchery. With these facilities it is estimated that approximately 10 million 
fish could be produced annually, which should be adequate to meet the presently 
conceived stocking needs of the region. 

The annual costs for full operations, including fish food, salaries, transportation, 
utilities, and miscellaneous supplies is estimated at $27,000. 


[Pusiic Law 596—84TH ConarEss] 
(CHapTER 404—2p Sgssron] 


H. R. 9822 


4N ACT To provide for the establishment of a trout hatchery on the Davidson River in the Pisgah National 
Forest in North Carolina 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior, after consulting 
with the Seeretary of Agriculture, shall establish, construct, equip, operate, and 
maintain a trout hatchery at an appropriate location on the Davidson River in 
the Pisgah National Forest, North Carolina. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $375,000 to 
carry out this Act. 

Approved June 18, 1956. 


{Pustic Law 565—84TH Conargss] 
{CHAPTER 366—2p Session] 
H. R. 8810 


AN ACT Authorizing the Secaptery of the Interior to construct, equip, maintain, and operate a new fish 
hatchery in the vicinity of Miles City, Montana 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
establish, construct, equip, operate, and maintain a new fish hatchery in the 
vicinity of Miles City, Montana. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $465,000 to 
carry out this Act. 

Approved June 4, 1956. 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Flanders, did you want to address the 
committee now or at a later time? 
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HOLDEN FISH HATCHERY, PITTSFORD, VT. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RALPH E. FLANDERS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


REMAINING CONSTRUCTION URGED 


Senator FLanprers. The representatives of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service are here? 

Chairman HaypEen. Yes. 

Senator Franpers. I can address myself if it is convenient to you, 
and to the committee at the present time. 

I am appearing jn behalf of an appropriation for the completion of 
what we call the Holden Fish Hatchery at Pittsford, Vt. It is on 
the regular program of the Fish and Wildlife Service Bureau, but it 
had been set up for pie cemeal compteiaon a little bit each year. The 
total amount involved in this was $252,000. Two years ago, $12,000 
was appropriated. This year, $20,000 * was appropriated. This piece- 
meal appropriation increases the total expense of the construction 
which could be done very much more economically by doing it all at 
one time. 

Since other fish hatcheries are being treated in that way, I am asking 
that the Holden Fish Hatchery likewise get the advantage of early 
and economical completion by having an appropriation made for the 
remaining construction of $220,000. 

Now, this proposal, according to a phone call I had from Secretary 
Seaton, and these gentlemen from the Wildlife Commission can com- 
ment on that, has been approved by the Secretary and the Bureau. 
It has been likewise passed by the Bureau of the 3udget. So that I 
think it comes to this committee clean and clear 

I hope that the committee will see fit to appropriate § $220,000 for 
the completion of the fish hatchery. 

Chairman Haypen. Let me inquire on that. Has there been sub- 
mitted a budget estimate for the construction of that hatchery? 

Mr. SvuomMELA. No; there has not. 

Senator FLANpERs. Well, this request and clearance has come 
within the past few days. You see, the authorization bill only left 
the Senate a couple of weeks ago. The authorization bill went to 
the House, and the House committee has reported it favorably to the 
House. The House has not vet reported on the authorization. 

This stands on all fours with the North Carolina project which is 
also a recently authorized project so far as the Senate is concerned. 

Chairman Haypen. Would you please make a statement in regard 
to it, if you care to, Mr. Suomela? 

Mr. Suometa. We are checking right at the moment on the Bureau 
of the Budget presentation on this. Mr. Larson is out there now 
checking on it, so that we will have word back in just a moment on it. 
I am advised that the matter referred to was a report on S. 3998 and 
not an estimate. 

BASIC AUTHORIZATION 


Chairman Haypen. There is one question I would like to ask. I 
understood that there was general authority of law to construct 
hatcheries, and that all that was necessary for Congress to do was to 
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i ide money to carry on the construction. We appropriated a lump 
um and that is the way you proceeded. 

Is this legislation that has passed the Senate necessary in order 
that we make an appropriation for this hatchery? 

Mr. Garpner. I think it is generally admitted that if the money 
is appropriated and earmarked in the report, the lack of a technical 
authorization bill is not essential. As a matter of fact, we have had a 
number of projects that have been financed in that way. The 
advantage of a formal authorization is that it affords a convenient peg 
to tie an estimate to. 

As the Senator has said, it has been our practice in submitting our 
budget justifications for construction to indicate the total cost of the 
project, and to show how much is in the bill earmarked for the project, 
and how much remains to be appropriated in subsequent years to 
complete the project. 

Chairman Haypren. Do we have a record here of what that estimate 
of the Department was, and how much has been appropriated up to 
date? 

Mr. Suometa. Mr. Tunison will furnish those figures to the com- 
mittee. 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


Mr. Tuntson. The total estimate to complete the station as the 
Senator stated is $252,000. We have received, as he mentioned, 
$12,000 in 1956, and $20,000 now in 1957, which leaves $220,000 
needed yet to complete it. 

Chairman Haypen. I understand that $20,000 was provided in the 
Interior Appropriation Act, 1957? 


Mr. Tuntson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. At that rate, it would be some 10 years before 
you would finish the project. 

Mr. Tuntson. That is correct. 

Chairman Haypen. And the Senator naturally would like to see it 
done a little sooner. 

Senator FLanprers. And also from the standpoint of efficiency in 
construction, it cannot be built efficiently in these piecemeal amounts. 
As a matter of fact, the fish hatchery has been subject to vandalism 
and one thing and another because it is just half completed, and the 
completion needs to have a burglar proof wire fence around it, and 
boys have gotten in and let the fish out of the pools into the stream. 

In other words, it is an uncompleted half-finished thing, and we 
would like to see it done and from the standpoint of the Government 
it can be done perhaps at less cost than this $252,000 if it is done all at 
one e, 

You probably were not on the floor at the time, but I sought to get 
the authorization for this tied into a similar authorization for a fish 
hatchery in North Carolina and at the suggestion of Lyndon Johnson 
[ put mine in as a separate authorization and it was very expeditiously 
passed by the Interior Subcommittee. 
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PROJECT ON PIECEMEAL BASIS 


Senator Ture. I would like to ask this question. How did 
happen that it was started on such a piecemeal basis? 

Senator FLranpers. That I donot know. Certainly, it is inefficient. 
I think that it should be a general practice to pick up this project and 
this project and this project in turn and carry them through to 
completion. 

Senator Tuyr. I would agree with you. As you say, unless it is 
properly constructed and cuarded, you never would know when you 
are going to lose all of your fingerlings. 

Senator Fianpers. Some boys came and opened the gates and let 
them out into the brook, doubtless to their own satisfac tion, but it was 
a very unfortunate thing. 

Chairman Haypen. What puzzles me about this matter is this: 
If Congress has heretofore appropriated sums of money such as 
$20,000 for this last year, there must have been authority of law 
for doing it, otherwise you would not have submitted a budget 
estimate. 

The matter that we have before us today is a budget estimate for 
$840,000 for constructing fish hatcheries at Miles City, Mont., and in 
the Pisgah National Forest in North Carolina. These are new 
hatcheries. 

There was special authorizing legislation passed to say that a new 
hatchery in these two places should | be established. But this hatchery 
in Vermont is a going concern in that two appropriations have been 
made for it. 

Now, it seems to me that all you would need would be a budget 
estimate, am I correct about that? 

Mr. Garpner. That is our position; yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypren. We will have to depend upon what information 
we get with respect to a budget estimate. That has uot arrived yet. 

Senator FLanpErs. I called up Mr. Brundage an hour or so ago, and 
he said that he would communicate with Mr. Woodruff. 

Mr. Wooprurr. We have heard nothing about a budget estimate 
on the Vermont hatchery. 

Senator FLaAnpgERs. Mr. Brundage on the phone, about an hour ago 
said that he would communicate with you. They have cleared it. 

Mr. Wooprurr. That communication has not reached us, Senator 
Flanders. 

Senator FLanpErRs. I will see to it that 1t comes through, and I 
would not ask you to act until it does come through. However, I was 
told by Mr. Brundage that it would come through. 

(The budget estimate appears on pp. 539- 540.) 

Chairman Haypen. Mr. Suomela, you may proceed with your 
statement. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Svometa. My name is Arnie J. Suomela, Associate Director of 
Fish and Wildlife Service. I am pleased to have this opportunity to 
appear before this committee in support of supplemental estimate in 
the amount of $840,000 for the construction of two fish hatcheries. 
The first of these hatcheries is to be constructed in the vicinity of 
Miles City, Mont., authorized by the act approved June 4, 1956, 
Public Law 565, 84th Congress, at a cost of $465,000. 
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The second is to be constructed on the Davidson River, Pisgah 
National Forest, N. C., authorized by the act approved June 4, 1956, 
Public Law 596, 84th Congress, at a cost of $375,000. 

There is urgent need for both of these hatcheries. The details with 
respect thereto are set forth in the justification submitted in support 
of the estimate. Mr. Tunison, Chief of our Branch of Game Fish 
3 Hatcheries, will be glad to ‘disc uss pertinent details with respect 
to the need for these hatcheries or to answer any questions relative 
thereto. 

Senator Ropertson. May I interrupt you there to ask this question: 
If that is where you thought the hatcheries should be and where the vy 
were needed, knowing that you had the authority and without any 
act of Congress saying where you would build a fishery, why did not 
you ask for a budget estimate to build them instead of w aiting until 
they put through a bill for the benefit of a Congressman in Montana 
and then say, “Well, now Montana is just an ideal place to build a 
fish hatchery?” 

Mr. Suomena. Mr. Senator, may I refer the question to Mr. 
Tunison, the Chief of our Fish Culture Division? 


NEED FOR AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Mr. Tunrson. Maybe I am not up enough on some of the laws, 
but it is my understanding that in the case of new hatcheries, we do 
require authorization for those hatcheries. It is the old hatcheries 
that we do not need authorization for in order to go ahead. 

Senator Rosgertrson. That was not the opinion of the man who 
passes on your expenditures, the Comptroller General. He said 
undoubtedly, under the general law, you only can build an old hatch- 
ery, but you can built one at a new site if you want to. 

Mr. Garpner. I think that that is correct. 

Senator Rospertson. This is the first time we have had a fish 
hatchery bill before us, for a new hatchery, that is, that has been 
passed now in 20 years, as far as I can remember. Is not that correct? 

Mr. GARDNER. Senator, before you came in, I| believe, I indicated 
that specific legislation was not essential if the money is appropriated 
and the report indicates what it is for. That is all of the authoriza- 
tion we need. 

Senator Rospertson. If you get a bill through, or a certain Member 
of Congress or a certain Member of the Senate will get a bill through, 
then that pinpoints it and up comes the budget estimate. One has 
not come up before voluntarily when you had all of the authority you 
needed for it. If you felt that it was urgent enough, you would have 
been making a demand for some money to meet this urgent demand, 
and you did not do it. 

Mr. Garpner. May I say this, Senator, I think the specific author- 
ization is an aid in getting an estimate by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Rosnertrson. Of course it is. 

Mr. Garpner. That is its principal asset or value to us. Normally 
our estimates for construction have to be submitted within a pre- 
se ‘Tribes lee iling. 
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EXISTING HATCHERY AT MILES CITY, MONT. 


Chairman Haypen. Is there an existing hatchery at Miles City? 

Mr. Tunison. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Is this a replacement for it? 

Mr. Tuntson. Yes; but it is some distance from that, sir. The 
present hatchery is of a nature that we cannot go in and place it in 
good operating condition. 

Chairman HaypEn. So you moved the location a short distance? 

Mr. Tuntson. Yes. 

Senator Rosertson. Then you will have two hatcheries? 

Mr. Tuntson. No; we will abandon the old one. 

Senator Cuavez. How much money have you spent on the original 
one? 

Mr. Tuntson. I do not have that figure offhand. The annual 
operating expenses run about $15,000 a year. 

Senator Cuavez. How long has it been in existence? 

Mr. Tuntson. Since about 1927 or 1928. 

Senator CHavrez. You must have spent quite a little money. 

Mr. Tuntson. It was never completed, sir. 

Chairman Haypren. There was a hatchery there? 

Mr. Suvome.a. Not at this new location, there has not been one. 

Mr. Tuntson. There is one 2% miles from there, but the land is 
such that we cannot develope it. 

Senator ELLeNDER. This hatchery that you say you want to build 
in Montana, there was one started 2% miles from where you expect 
to build this new one? 

Mr. Tunison. Yes, sir; but we cannot improve it. 

Senator ELLENDER. What will you do with it? 

Mr. Tuntson. We will turn it back to the USDA, and they will 
make use of the buildings for some of their activities. 

Senator ELLENDER. Not as a hatchery? 

Mr. Tuntson. No. 

VIRGINIA HATCHERY 


Senator Rosertson. We do not have a single trout hatchery in 
Virginia, and we have to go up to Leetown in West Virginia, or up to 
White Sulphur Springs. 

Mr. Tuntson. You have Wytheville, though. 

Senator Ropertson. You cannot raise trout there; they will die 
in the warm weather. 

Mr. Tuntson. We have trout, sir. 

Senator Ronertson. I thought you just turned it over to warm- 
water fish. 

Mr. Tuntson. Oh, no, sir. 

Senator Rosertson. Well, the water is not better than 60°, I am 
sure, at Wytheville. 

Mr. Tuntson. The spring water runs 54° the year around. 

Chairman Haypen. With respect to this Pisgah hatchery, will the 
output of this hatchery be used to stock the streams in the Pisgah 
National Forest? 

Mr. Tuntson. And, in that area; yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any other questions? 
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SANTA ROSA, N. MEX., HATCHERY 


Senator Cuavez. What are we doing in Santa Rosa, N. Mex.? 

Mr. Tunison. We are operating it, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Tell us about the capacity, briefly, of course. 

Mr. Tunison. It is a warm-water station rearing bass and bluegills. 
They also are starting now to rear some channel catfish and there is 
a possibility for trout for local areas, sir. They have a very large 
distribution area. Some of the trips even go into Colorado. 

Senator CHAavEz. Do they send some to Elephant Butte? 

Mr. Tuntson. That is taken care of by our hatchery at Hot Springs 
there. 

Chairman Haypen. If there are no further questions, we thank you 
for your appearances. 


LETTER FROM SENATORS MURRAY AND MANSFIELD AND REPRESENTATIVE 
METCALF 


Chairman Haypen. I will include in the record a letter signed by 
Senators Murray and Mansfield and Representative Metcalf concern- 
ing the Miles City Fish Hatchery. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
; July 17, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: We were extremely pleased to learn that the Bureau of 
the Budget has submitted a request for funds to begin construction of a new Fish 
and Wildlife°warm-water fish hatchery at Miles City, Mont. 

The construction of this hatchery was authorized under the recent Public Law 
565. The authorization was not enacted in time to have the necessary funds 
provided in the regular Department of Interior appropriation bill. The estimated 
cost of the construction of the authorized facilities is $465,000. 

The immediate construction of this project is imperative in view of the apparent 
necessity to replace the present warm-water fish hatchery in Miles City. The 
present hatchery, which has been serving the region since 1927, is inadequate in all 
respects and unable to meet the great production demand required of it. 

The Department of the Interior and the Fish and Wildlife Service feel that the 
present facilities are obsolete and repairs would be impractical. The Department 
selected the Miles City area as having the most favorable conditions for the new 
hatchery after a comprehensive survey had been made of eastern Montana. 

The Miles City fish hatchery is the only Federal warm-water fish-cultural 
station in the Northwest. In addition, the new fish hatchery would allow limited 
distribution in the Dakotas and northern Wyoming. The new hatchery would 
produce approximately 10 million fish annually which should be adequate to meet 
the presently conceived stocking needs of the region for warm-water fish, according 
to Department estimates. 

The Miles City hatchery, when built, will be another step in the Fish and 
Wildlife Service program for the development of hatcheries to meet the increasing 
demand for warm-water fishing. The Department is to be commended in acting 
so expeditiously in requesting these funds so that construction can be started 
this fiseal year. Our only regret is that funds are not provided in the fiscal year 
1957 budget for necessary expansion and rehabilitation work at the Federal 
fish cultural station at Ennis, Mont., estimated to cost $160,000 and similar work 
at Creston, Mont., estimated at $197,000. 

The urgency of the project is well established and we urge that adequate 
funds be provided in the supplemental appropriation bill being considered today 


80 nye construction can be started on the Miles City Fish Hatchery early this 
fiscal year. 
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We wish to thank the chairman and the members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee for their consideration in this matter. 
With best personal wishes, we remain 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. Murray, 
United States Senator. 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 
United States Senator. 
LEE METCALF, 
Member of Congress. 
COMMUNICATIONS 


Chairman Haypren. The committee has received several communi- 
cations with respect to funds for the Miles City Fish Hatchery. 
These communcations will be included in the record. 

(The communications referred to follow:) 


HELENA, Monv., June 19, 1956. 
CaRL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate: 

The Montana Fish and Game Commission strongly urges that sufficient supple- 
mental funds be appropriated for the construction of the fish hatchery at Miles 
City. 

A. A. OCLAIRE, 
State Fish and Game Director. 


Mites Ciry CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Miles City, Mont., June 11, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HaypeEn, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HaypEN: The President has signed H. R. 8810 authorizing the 
establishment of a new warm-water fish hatchery in Miles City, Mont., and 
authorize to be appropriated the sum of $465,000. Both the House and the 
Senate report on this bill, point out clearly the need for this hatchery. However, 
I would like to point out that this is purely a replacement hatchery. 

The present hatchery at Miles City is deteriorating fast and unless something 
is done promptly, no warm-water fish will be produced in this seven-State area. 
We do hope that your committee will include the necessary $465,000 in a supple- 
mental appropriations request. 

Thanking you, we are, 

Very truly yours, 
HAMILTON Gorpbon, Secretary-Manager 


LETTER FROM SENATOR SCOTT 


Chairman HaypEen. A statement by Senator Scott in support of 


funds for the Pisgah National Forest fish hatchery will be included 
in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR W. Kerr Scotr in Support OF APPROPRIATION FOR 
Trour HatcHery ON Davipson River In PisGan NATIONAL Forest, N. C. 


Mr. Chairman, Public Law 596, approved by the President on June 18, 1956, 
authorized the sum of $375,000 to be appropriated for the purpose of establishing 
a trout hatchery on the Davidson River in Pisgah National Forest, N. C. My 
colleagues, Senator Ervin and Congressman Shuford of North Carolina, were the 
authors of this legislation, and I was glad to support it wholeheartedly. 

I want to join with them in requesting your committee to include this appro- 
priation in the supplemental appropriation bill, so that work can be commenced 
this fiseal year on this important project. 
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I understand that the committee has in its files detailed information on the plans 
and justification for this project. However, for your convenience, I would like 
for the record to show at this point the following statement prepared by Mr. Clyde 
Patton, executive director of the Wildlife Resources Commission of the State of 
North Carolina. 


SuGGESTED PROGRAM FOR THE EXPANSION OF TROUT-CULTURAL FACILITIES, 
DAVIDSON RIveER, PiscaAH Forrest MANAGEMENT AREA IN THE NORTH 
CAROLINA NATIONAL FORESTS 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Fish and Wildlife Service is under agreement to provide trout for stocking 
waters on national forests, national parks, and Indian lands in the southern 
Appalachian region. At present, only a small part of the requirements of these 
federally owned waters are being supplied from Service hatcheries. Failure 
of the water supply at several of the North Carolina hatcheries makes it necessary 
that the Federal Service assume the load which is properly its responsibility. 
Stream surveys indicate at least 1,200 miles of trout-supporting waters within 
stocking range of the proposed development in North Carolina. Included in 
the area to be served are 6 of the 9 State-Forest Service cooperative wildlife 
management areas, which provided 17,000 fisherman-days of recreation in 1954 
The number of anglers seeking trout continues to increase annually. 

Consolidation of trout-rearing facilities at one central station is considered 
much more efficient than the present plan of obtaining trout from several scattered 
stations which would require extensive rehabilitation and enlargement to provide 
the trout needed and:to operate successfully under present-day standards of fish 
culture. Annual trout requirements are estimated at 35,000 to 40,000 pounds 
of fish; most of the fish would be of catchable size. Present facilities at Davidson 
River are inadequate to provide more trout than those required for two of the 
management areas alone (Pisgah and Sherwood). The Service has no other 
facilities to serve the area. 

The following breakdown includes items needed in the program and estimated 
cost of each item: 


acai ASEBI cs Hm 


Preliminary engineering $10, 000 
Trout raceways 96, OOO 

Hatchery building, including office, cold storage and food preparation 
room, hatching room, etc., installation of equipment 80, 000 
Utility building (garage-shop-storage) 15, 000 
Water supply, supply lines and drainage lines 60, 000 
Three living quarters and single garages 50, 000 
Oil house 1, OOO 
Domestic water supply and sewage facilities 12, 000 
Roads, landseaping, fences, bridges 15, 000 
Equipment—power mowers, fire-fighting, fish-cultural, trucks 15, 000 
Engineering inspections and contingencies _ _ _- 21, 000 
Total estimated cost of the program _. - 375, 000 


LETTER FROM SENATOR ERVIN 


Chairman Haypen. I will include in the record a letter | have 
received from Senator Ervin pertaining to the Pisgah National Forest 
fish hatchery. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 


July 17, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HaypeEn, 


Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 


i Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

i My Dear Senator: H. R. 9822, a bill authorizing the establishment of a Fed- 
ii eral trout hatchery on Davidson River in the Pisgah National Forest in North 

j 


ese 
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Carolina, has passed both Houses and has been signed by the President. The 
authorization calls for an expenditure of $375,000. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
does not have the funds required for this project at this time. On the basis of 
present day construction costs, it is estimated that about $375,000 would be 
required to develop the site. I am attaching a breakdown of the items provided 
by the Department giving the estimated cost of each item. 

I shall appreciate your including this item in the second deficiency appropriation 
bill. The Fish and Wildlife Service is under agreement to provide trout for stock- 
ing waters on national forests, national parks, and Indian lands in the southern 
Appalachian region. Stream surveys indicate at least 1,200 miles of trout sup- 
porting waters within stocking range of this proposed development. Presently 
over 4 million tourists come into this area annually, and the number is on the 
increase. 

The proposed site includes about 55 acres of bottom land and has an abundant 
supply of water which will permit the development of facilities to meet the 
requirements. 

This appropriation providing one central station will be much more efficient 
and economical than the present costlier plan of trying to obtain trout from 
scattered and inadequate trout hatcheries which cannot begin to meet present 
needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sam J. Ervin, Jr. 


The following breakdown includes items needed in the program and estimated 
cost of each item: 


a a ea teem erences mnaaeee $10, 000 
I he ain ee lic cee mente eles es Aaene 96, 000 

Hatchery building, including office, cold-storage and food-preparation 
room, hatching room, etc., installation of equipment---_-----.------ 80, 000 
Utility building (garage-shop-storage) -............-.--.------------ 15, 000 
Water supply, supply lines, and drainage lines__..___..._..-_---_------ 60, 000 
Barner eres Wn I PRIN ORR 8 Se ee eee eee 59, 000 
OI se a wien owucaccaens 1, 000 
Domestic water supply and sewage facilities. .._......_..------------ 12, 000 
Se, SE COR CN cin nee et ninconnisbhisibutiae’e 15, 000 
Equipment: power mowers, fire-fighting, fish-cultural, trucks_----_---_-- 15, 000 
Engineering inspections and contingencies__._....-...-------------- 21, 000 
Total estimated cost of the program-_-__....-_-.--.----.------ 375, 000 


LETTER FROM SENATOR YOUNG 


Chairman Haypren. At this point I will include in the record a 
letter from Senator Young, a member of the committee, in which he 
encloses a statement by Mr. Fred J. Fredrickson concerning the 


construction of recreational facilities at the Dickinson Reservoir in 
North Dakota. 


(The letter and statement referred to follow: ) 


Juty 3, 1956. 

Hon. Cart HayYvEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Car: I am enclosing Mr. Fred J. Fredrickson’s statement in behalf of 
a $25,000 appropriation for public use and safety facilities on the Dickinson 
Reservoir. 

It is a pleasure for me to associate myself with Mr. Fredrickson’s statement. 
I cannot urge too strongly that these funds be made available to the city of 
Dickinson. At the time that the city took over the supervision, management, 
and maintenance of the reservoir from the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
National Park Service, representations were made by these agencies that approxi- 
mately $125,000 would be available to develop this area. hese funds were not 
forthcoming, and the city has, I believe, done a marvelous job with rather limited 
funds in improving the recreational area around this reservoir. 
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These funds are badly needed for sanitation facilities, water supply, access 
roads, ete. I sincerely hope that you will see fit to include $25,000 for these 
purposes in the last supplemental appropriations bill. 

With warmest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Mitton R, Youne, 


STATEMENT OF FRED J. FREDRICKSON, PLANNING CoorDINATOR, NortH Dakota 
STaTE WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION, REGARDING DicKINSON RESERVOIR 
Pustic Use anp SaFety Faci.ities 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred J. Fredrickson, and I live in Valley City, 
N. Dak., which has been my home for almost 50 years. 

I represent the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission, the 
official State agency having jurisdiction and control over our water resources, 
and have been in its employ the past 13 years. 

The Dickinson Dam and Reservoir project on the Heart River, near Dickinson, 
N. Dak., was constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1949-50, for irrigation, 
flood control, municipal and industrial water supply, recreation, and other 
purposes, at a cost of approximately $1.5 million. Of this amount the city of 
Dickinson is repaying under a court-confirmed contract about $1 million for 
municipal and industrial water supply. 

Following years of negotiation, the Dickinson Park Board on November 4, 
1953, entered into a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation and the National 
Park Service of the Department of the Interior, under the terms of which the 
park board agreed to supervise, manage, and maintain the recreational areas 
in the reservoir. Such agreement, however, was made on the representations 
of the 2 Federal agencies that Federal funds up to about $125,000 were then 
available for necessary facilities and minimum development. 

After expending approximately $10,000 by the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
National Park Service they refused to provide further funds saying that appropria- 
tions therefor had not been provided by Congress. 

The park board has expended about a like amount for area development in 
tree planting, road planning, sanding, and graveling of beaches, building of a 
fine bathhouse, providing some sanitary facilities, and other improvements. 

Such expenditures have been in addition to providing lifeguards, supervision, 
and management. The park board stands ready, willing, and able to perform its 
obligations under the agreement. It is not legally able, however, to provide the 
necessary funds for necessary area development and construction of needed 
facilities. 

When the United States constructs public works such as dams and reservoirs 
having areas dedicated to recreational uses, there is an implied invitation to the 
people in the affected area to make use of them. Water impoundments and 
streams for fishing, boating, and swimming are few and far between in that part 
of the State. The public is anxious to use any and all facilities provided for recrea- 
tional activities. The Federal agency responsible for their construction has a 
responsibility to provide for the public safety at such works. 

The Dickinson Reservoir has filled, the public is waiting and anxious to use the 
recreational areas authorized by the project and dedicated for the purpose. The 
Dickinson Park Board has done all it can, it can do no more. 

Only minimum facilities and development are requested, such as a safe water 
supply, septic tanks, additional toilets, access roads, parking areas, boat docks, 
fencing, powerlines, sand and gravel for roads and beaches. Under the agreement 
made with the park board it is the responsibility of the Federal Government to 
provide these improvements. Their cost is not large. About $25,000 would do 
much toward supplying these minimum facilities and improvements. 

Recently, the construction of an auxiliary Air Force radar station near Dickin- 
son has been announced. Local interests have been requested to provide housing, 
schools, and recreation facilities for a number of men and their families. The 
reservoir area will be just the place where some of the recreational requirements 
can be provided if development is completed by the Federal agencies as they agreed 
in the contract with the Park Board. 

I hope your committee will find a way to dothis. The amount suggested herein 
would do the job. 

Thank you. 
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LETTER FROM SENATOR KUCHEL 


Chairman Haypen. I will include in the record a letter from Senator 
Kuchel, in which be requests that the committee consider additional] 
funds for the saline water research program of the Department 
of the Interior. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNITED States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


July 3, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HAaypDEN, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HaypDEN: Since the enactment of the appropriation bill carrying 
funds for 1957 activities of the Interior Department, I have been distressed to 
learn that partially as a result of the reduction in the item for administration and 
partially because of unforeseen technical difficulties, the program of research into 
conversion of saline water will not be carried forward with the vigor and on the 
scale which seem highly desirable. 

The reduction of $50,000 in the original budget estimates will prevent the 
Interior De ‘partment from employing all of the staff necessary for some of the 
promis ing and import: int investigations. 

Since the original estimates were prepared, the Department has encountered 
problems which will require an additional $85,000 to overcome. 

Now that your committee presently is considering urgent requests for supple- 
mental funds for the new fiscal year, I desire to ask your favorable consideration 
for an additional amount for the saline water conversion program of the Interior 
Department. 

I strongly feel that a supplemental allowance for this activity is decidedly in 
the public interest. I share with you a hope that through engineering develop- 
ments, some way may be found of averting threatened future shortages of water 
which might seriously retard the growth of your State and my own and which 
also jeopardize the prospects of many other areas of our Nation. 

The Interior Department advises that even with the full amount of money in- 
cluded in the original budget estimates, it would be possible to carry on for only 
6 months experiments with two processes or types of equipment which scientists 
consider hold promise of being perfected for use on an economically feasible basis. 
These projects, I am informed, should be pursued for a full year. Thus, valuable 
time will be lost if the Interior Department is held to the $550,000 provided in the 
regular appropriation act 

Furthermore, through the generous cooperation of local agencies, a site can be 
obtained promptly for carrying on certain of the investigations at San Diego. I 
feel we should be quick to take advantage of the support which the people of this 
part of California have offered. 

Specifically, I wish to urge your committee to recommend supplemental items 
of $100,000 for experimental field test facilities and $50,000 for the required 
supervisory personnel to utilize them for the saline water conversion program. 

Sincerely, 
Tuomas H. KvcueEt, 
United States Senator. 


Chairman Hayprn. The committee will stand in recess until 2 p. m 
this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SEsstion—2 P. M. 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Bureau or Puruic Roaps 


STATEMENTS OF GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE; OSCAR H. 
NIELSON, DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET OFFICER; C. D. CURTISS, 
COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND JAMES C. 


ALLEN, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER FOR FINANCE AND MANAGE- 
MENT 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS (TRUST FUND) 


Chairman HaypEeNn. Maybe we could dispose of the immediate mat- 
ter that is before the committee, which is a submittal, here, under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act Trust Fund, a request for $1,150 million 
to remain available until expended, less reduction of fiscal year 1957 
appropriation in the amount of $775 million, so that the net increase 
in requirements for the fiscal year will be $375 million. That is the 
way | understand it. Is that correct? 

This $1,150 million is to be derived from the highway trust fund, 
and this request includes language to rescind, not later than June 30, 
1957, the general fund appropriation granted under this head in the 
regular act for 1957. 

TEXT OF LANGUAGE 


This request has not been formally transmitted by the President, 
and there is inserted in the record at this point the text of language 
as furnished informally to the committee by the Bureau of the Budget. 
There will also be inserted at this point the justifications provided by 
the Department of Commerce. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Frperat-Aip Higuways (Trust Funp) 


“For carrying out the provisions of the Federal-Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, 
as amended and supplemented, which are attributable to Federal-aid highways, to 
remain available until erpended, not more than $1,150,000,000, to be derived from 
the Highway Trust Fund; which sum is composed of $186,500,000, the balance of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1955, $875,000,000, the 
amount authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1956, $85,500,000, a part 
of the amount authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1957, and $30,401, 
$14,097, $1,034,766, and $985,204, the latter sums being for reimbursement of the 
sums erpended for the repair or reconstruction of highways and bridges which have 
been damaged or destroyed by floods, hurricanes, or landslides, as provided by Section 
4, of the Act approved June 8, 1938, section 7 of the Act approved July 13, 1943, and 
Section 9 of the Act approved September 7, 1950, as amended (23 U.S. C. 13a, and 
13b), and section 7 of the Act approved June 25, 1952, and $935,532 for reimburse- 
ment of the sums expended for the design and construction of highway bridges upon 
and across dams in accordance with the Act of July 29, 1946 (60 Stat. 709): Provided, 
That at such time, but no later than June 30, 1957, as the Secretary of the Treasury, 
after consulting with the Secretary of Commerce, determines that the amounts available 
and estimated to become available in the Highway Trust Fund during the fiscal year 
1957 are sufficient for carrying out, on a current basis, the provisions of the Federal- 
Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, this appropriation 
shall reimburse the appropriations for ‘‘Federal-aid highways’’ for all expenditures 
subsequent to June 30, 1956.”’ 
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Under the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, expenditures for the Federal-aid 
highway program after June 30, 1956, are to be paid from a new highway trust 
fund established by the act. This proposed supplemental appropriation, to be 
derived from that trust fund, is necessary to cover payments to the States under 
contract authorizations granted in various Federal-aid highway acts, including an 
estimated $250 million that will result from the expanded highway program 
authorized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

Committee reports on the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 noted that in fiscal 
year 1957, receipts of the trust fund will exceed expenditures of the fund by a 
considerable margin. At the same time, it was noted that special provision would 
have to be made for the early months of fiscal year 1957 when, because of the 
phasing of tax receipts, the trust fund will not have sufficient funds to cover pay- 
ments coming due to the States. Accordingly, available Federal-aid highways 
appropriations are being used to pay highway expenditures until sufficient reve- 
nues have been accumulated in the trust fund, at which time the trust fund, under 
the proposed language, would reimburse the Federalt-aid highways appropriations 
for any expenditures made from them after June 30, 1956. 


FEepERAL-Aip HicgHways 
REDUCTION IN APPROPRIATIONS 


“The appropriation granted under this head in the Department of Commerce and 
Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1957, and the unexpended balances as of 
June 30, 1956, of appropriations granted under this head for prior fiscal years are 
rescinded effective June 30, 1957, or such earlier date as all expenditures from such 
appropriations made after June 30, 1956, have been reimbursed by appropriations 
from the highway trust fund: Provided, That the sums rescinded shall revert to the 
general fund.”’ 

Expenditures after June 30, 1956, for the Federal-aid highway program are 
to be paid from the newly created highway trust fund. Accordingly, this proposed 
provision would rescind no later than June 30, 1957, the general fund appropriation 
for Federal-aid highways for fiscal year 1957, as well as any unexpended balances 
of prior year appropriations for the program. 


Federal-aid highways (trust fund) 


Appropriation to date (to be returned to general fund of the 


IMI ooh ooh cae a ct wena ers ae eae ue $775, 000, 000 
Estimated expenditures, fiscal year 1957__._.___..__---------- 1, 150, 000, 000 


Net increase in requirements for fiscal year 1957_______-_- 375, 000, 000 


Request: $1,150 million to remain available until expended (less reduction of 
fiscal year 1957 appropriation in the amount of $775 million). 
Needed: Not later than December 31, 1956. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


Section 209 (f) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (title II, Public Law 627, 
approved June 29, 1956) provides that expenditures after June 30, 1956, in liquida- 
tion of obligations heretofore or hereafter incurred under the Federal-Aid Road 
Act, approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, which are attributable 
to Federal-aid highways shall be made from funds to be derived from the highway 
trust fund which is created by section 209 (a) of the same act. Section 209 (f) 
also provides that amounts available for such expenditures shall be as determined 
by appropriation acts. 

It is the apparent intent of Congress that the unexpended balances of all appro- 
priations heretofore made for Federal-aid highways be rescinded and returned to 
the general fund not later than June 30, 1957. Included within that intent is the 
appropriation for Federal-aid highways for fiscal year 1957 in the amount of 
$775 million which was approved June 20, 1956. Nevertheless, the Senate Com- 
mittee on Finance, in its Report No. 2054, dated May 25, 1956, on title II of 
H. R. 10660, recognized the necessity of temporarily utilizing during the early 
months of the fiscal year, funds provided from the general fund since revenues in 
the highway trust fund would not accumulate quickly enough during the first 
part of the fiscal year to independently finance the program. With respect to 
this particular problem, the committee stated in its report (p. 21, second para- 
graph): 
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“Taxes allocated to the trust fund in the early months of the fiscal year 1957 
probably will not be sufficient to meet Federal highway aid expenditures in those 
same months, although the situation can be expected to be righted later in the 
year, and for the year as a whole, the trust fund should have sufficient revenue to 
meet expenditure requirements with a safe margin. However, it is expected that 
during the early part of the year some provision will be necessary to permit 
expenditures to be temporarily charged to the general fund, followed by accounting 
adjustments to transfer such charges from the general fund to the trust fund before 
the end of the fiscal year.’’ [Italic supplied.] 

In recognition of the expressed intent of the Senate Finance Committee, the 
appropriation for ‘‘Federal-aid highways”’ for fiscal year 1957, approved June 20, 
1956, will be utilized during the early months for making payments to the States 
for work accomplished on authorized projects and for other expenses as required. 
To effect the accounting adjustments suggested by the committee, a proviso is 
proposed in the appropriation language which will require reimbursement of the 
funds expended from the Federal-aid highways appropriation subsequent to 
June 30, 1956. The proposed language would require the reimbursement action 
at such time as the trust fund is adequate to finance the program on a current 
basis, but in no event later than June 30, 1957. 

Finally, language is also proposed which will rescind the full amount of the 1957 
appropriation for Federal-aid highways as well as the June 30, 1956, unexpended 
balance of prior appropriations at such time as those accounts have been restored 
bv reimbursement from the trust fund, but again no later than June 30, 1957. 
The amounts rescinded in turn will revert to the general fund. 

Since ultimately the sums available July 1, 1956, for Federal-aid highways will 
be rescinded, the estimate for fiscal year 1957 to be derived from the highway 
trust fund must represent the total amount which will be required to liquidate 
obligations incurred under authorizations provided for Federal-aid highways in 
previous acts as well as obligations which will accrue under the additional author- 
izations made immediately available by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 


JUSTIFICATION 


As a consequence of the expanded highway program which has been authorized 
with enactment of the Federal- Aid Highway Act of 1956 (Public Law 627 approved 
June 29, 1956), the appropriation requirements for Federal-aid highways during 
fiseal year 1957 are estimated to be $375 million greater than the regular fiscal 
June 20, 1956, for the then-existing program. 

Because title IT of the new legislation provides that the highway trust fund shall 
be available for liquidating all unpaid obligations as of June 30, 1956, in addition 
to current year obligations, it is necessary that a revised estimate be submitted 
to represent the total appropriation needs for Federal-aid highways for the fiscal 
vear notwithstanding the availability of the prior appropriation. 

The revised estimate to be derived from the trust fund totals $1,150 million, 
and the original appropriation of $775 million will be ultimately rescinded and 
revert to the general fund not later than June 30, 1957. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 provides for fiscal year 1957 an addi- 
tional authorization in the amount of $125 million for the Federal-aid primary 
and secondary systems and extensions of those systems in urban areas; for fiscal 
year 1958 an authorization, for the same purposes, of $850 million; and for fiscal 
year 1959 an authorization of $875 million. For the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways the new act provides: An additional authorization for 
fiscal year 1957 in the amount of $i billion; an authorization of $1.7 billion for 
fiscal year 1958; $2 billion for fiscal year 1959; $2.2 billion for each of the fiscal 
vears 1960 through 1967; $1.5 billion for fiscal year 1968; and $1.025 billion for 
fiscal year 1969. In total these additional authorizations for the several Federal- 
aid highway systems amount to $26.675 billion. 

The act prescribed apportionment of the additional authorizations for fiscal 
vear 1957 immediately upon enactment. Accordingly, on June 29, 1956, authori- 
zations totaling $1.125 billion were apportioned among the several States. A 
copy of this apportionment is attached. The act also provides that the authori- 
zations for fiscal year 1958, totaling $2.55 billion, shall be apportioned among 
the States not later than December 31, 1956. Consequently, during the first 
half of fiscal year 1957 a total of $3.675 billion will be made available to the 
States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 
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It is estimated that cash requirements for fiscal year 1957 for the Federal-aid 
highway program will total $1.15 billion. Of that total it is estimated that 
$875 million will be required to finance obligations for projects approved under 
authorizations provided by prior acts (the ‘going’? program); $250 million will 
be required for liquidation of obligations which are expected to accrue under 
the additional authorizations provided in the new legislation; and $25 million 
will be required for construction of highways damaged by floods, for adminis- 
trative expenses and other purposes. 

The following tabulation reflects the distribution of the total estimate between 
activities and prior and new authorizations: 

Estimated expenditures against authorizations provided by 1954 and prior 
Federal-Aid Highway Acts: 


Primary ees Mh Ge Besa $355, 000, 000 
Secondary - - eee yh hy eee a eae _._.. 220, 000, 000 
Urban , — 190, 000, 000 
Interstate _ _- : ; — 110, 000, 000 
Subtotal__- See es $875, 000, 000 


Estimated expenditures against authorizations provided by Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1956: 
Primary -- 
~ ie agg oa __._---------1 $250, 000, 000 
Urban 
Tnterstate 

0 ee a ' ; $250, 000, 000 

Estimated expenditures for related activities: 
Emergency relief __ _- $11, 000, 000 
Bridges over dams-_ 500, 000 
Administrative expenses: 


Administration_ - is $13, 300, 000 
Incremental study, sec. 210 200, 000 13, 500, 000 
SEINE 38 e 62) 8 ee fe ie ; 25, 000, 000 


Total estimated Federal-aid highways expenditures during 
fiscal year 1957___- a eee eee ess ; 1, 150, 000, 000 


1 Includes advances to States under the authority of sec. 110 (b) in the estimated amount of $100 million. 


The estimate of $875 million for liquidation of obligations incurred under prior 
authorizations is based upon a current review of the status of the existing program. 
During the period since the original estimate was prepared for the 1957 budget 
request for Federal-aid highways, the States have been influenced in their pro- 
graming of work by the favorable attitude of Congress toward enactment of a 
greatly expanded highway program. The reaction of the States has been 
demonstrated by the volume of plans, specifications, and estimates that have been 
submitted and approved during the current fiscal year. During the first 11 
months of the fiscal year 1956 the total Federal funds obligated by approval of 
plans exceeded the original estimate for that period by approximately $100 
million. As of June 1, 1956, unliquidated obligations on approved projects 
totaled approximately $1.12 billion. There is attached a tabulation reflecting, 
by States, the unliquidated obligations on approved projects, as of June 1, 1956. 

Cash requirements for financing new authorizations provided by the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956 are estimated at $250 million. The new act recognizes 
the desirability of facilitating the acquisition of rights-of-way in the most 
expeditious and economical manner, and in section 110 (b) authorizes the advanc- 
ing of Federal funds to the States for that purpose. For the most part it is 
anticipated cash requirements for financing the new authorizations will represent 
such advances for acquisition of rights-of-way and reimbursements to the States 
for the costs of rights-of-way actually acquired. The estimate includes $100 
million to finance anticipated requests for advances of funds. During the second 
quarter of the fiscal year claims for reimbursement of construction costs can be 


expected; however, the volume of such claims will not be significant until late 
in the fiseal year. 
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The total estimate for the fiscal year 1957 also includes $25 million for financing 
emergency relief and bridges over dams projects as well as the general costs of 
administering the Federal-aid highway program and the first year’s work in 
connection with a number of special studies prescribed in the new legislation. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 increases the annual emergency fund 
authorization from $10 million to $30 million, and provides that the 1956 authori- 
zation may be applied to projects retroactively. Obligations for emergency 
relief projects approved under the authorization for fiscal year 1956 totaled 
=< pea itelv $27 million. It is estimated that cash requirements during the 
1957 fiscal year for reimbursing the States for aiale done on this program will 
total approximate ly $11 million. In subsequent fiscal vears appropriate language 
will be included in appropriation estimates to reimburse the appropriation derived 
from the trust fund. 

The estimate includes the sum of $500,000 for financing one “Bridges over 
dams” project which is currently active. Again in this case the appropriation 
for Federal-aid highways will be reimbursed by appropriate re in subse- 
quent appropriation estimates to charge actual expenditures against ' Bridges 
over Dams Act of July 29, 1946 (60 Stat. 709). 

The original estimate for fiscal year 1957 included the sum of $13,200,000 for 
the costs of administering the Federal-aid highway program. The greatly 
increased authorizations provided by the new Highway Act will result in a basie 
increase in administrative workload. In addition, the act directs the conduet 
of a number of special studies that are major in character and which will add to 
the total administrative cost particularly during fiscal years 1957 and 1958, 
These studies include: 

Section 108 (d): Development, in cooperation with the State highway depart- 
ments, of five periodic detailed estimates of the cost of completing the Interstate 
System after taking into account the apportionments for previous fiscal years, 
The first of such estimates shall be submitted to the Congress not later 
January 2, 1958. 

Section 108 (k): Development of recommendations to the Congress with 
respect to the maximum desirable dimensions and weights for vehicles operated 
on the Federal-aid highway systems based upon the series of tests being con- 
ducted by the Highway Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads, the several States, and other per- 
sons and organizations (AASHO Road Test). The recommendations are to be 
submitted to the Congress not later than March 1, 1959. 

Section 114: Conduct of, in cooperation with the State highway departments 
and other agencies as may be required, a study to determine which highways in 
the Interstate system measure up to the standards to be developed for the Inter- 
state system, including all related factors of cost, depreciation, participation of 
Federal funds, and any other items relevant thereto. A complete report of the 
results of the study shall be submitted to Congress not later than January 2, 
1958. 

Section 116 (b): Preparation of a report on the progress made in accelerating 
the construction of the Federal-aid highway systems and the extent that it has 
been possible to utilize existing highways located on the Interstate System 
within the objective of expediting completion of the Interstate System. The 
report shall be submitted to the Congress not later than February 1, 1959. 

Section 117: Conduct of a complete investigation and study for the purpose of 
determining what action can be taken by the Federal Government to promote the 
public welfare by increasing highway safety in the United States. The report of 
the findings together with recommendations shall be submitted to Congress not 
later than March 1, 1959. 

In addition, section 210 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 directs a special 
investigation and study for the purpose of making ‘‘available to the Congress 
information on the basis of which it may determine what taxes should be imposed 
by the United States, and in what amounts, in order to assure, insofar as practi- 
cable, an equitable distribution of the tax burden among the various classes of 
persons using the Federal-aid highways or otherwise deriving benefits from such 
highways.”’ Subsection (e) authorizes such appropriations from the highway trust 
fund as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this particular section. 
The study is to be undertaken in cooperation with other Federal agencies (particu- 
larly the Interstate Commerce Commission) and the State highway departments. 

In conformance with the specific provisions for financing this particular in- 
vestigation and study, a separate subactivity “Incremental study, section 210” 


than 
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has been included in the estimate to reflect the costs which are expected to accrue 
during the fiscal year 1957 in connection with the conduct of the study. The esti- 
mate provides $200,000 for this purpose, which sum will be used to defray the 
expenses of the other cooperating Federal agencies which will be requested to 
yarticipate in the study as well as the expenses which will be incurred by the 
Bare of Public Roads. It is expected that for the most the Bureau of Public 
Roads will find it necessary to utilize its regular administrative and research staff 
in conducting the investigation and study. In effect therefore, a considerable 
portion of the cost of the study will result in a corresponding reduction in general 
administrative and research expenses. 

Mainly because of the difficulty of recruiting engineers it is anticipated the 
total cost of administering the program in fiscal year 1957, including the conduct 
of all the various studies, will not exceed approximately $13,500,000. It is ex- 
pected that in the early part of the 1957 fiscal year administrative costs will run 
below an annual rate of $13,200,000 (estimated in the 1957 budget) but by the 
end of the fiscal year the annual rate of expenditure may approximate $14 
million. 


Comparison of estimated monthly expenditures with estimated monthly revenue 
credits in the highway trust fund 

The following tabulation reflects the inadequacy of revenue credits to the high- 
way trust fund during the early months of the fiscal year in comparison with the 
anticipated cash requirements. On the basis of these monthly estimates it appears 
that the trust fund will not be adequate to finance the program on a current 
basis until shortly before the beginning of the calendar year 1957. During the 
interim period expenditures will be made on a reimbursable basis from the regular 
fiscal year 1957 appropriation for ‘“‘Federal-aid highways.” 


Highway trust fund monthly estimate of erpenditures and credits 


{In millions] 





Fiscal year 1957 Estimated Estimated 

| expenditures | revenues ! 
July ._...---.--------------------------------------------------+-------------- aie 
August .......-.-.-------------------------22----------- +--+ 2-22 ---- +--+ ee 95 $11 
September-.-........-..------------------------+------------------------------ 125 152 
October - -....-.------------------------------------------------------------- 125 172 
November--._-.-.----------------------------------------------------------- 115 192 
December... ...----------- ww nnn nn eo nnn nnn on noon enn one 2+ == == 115 155 
Subtotal..........-.-.-.---.---- 20-22 oe enn ne one n wenn enone 660 682 
January to June. .............-.---..------------------------------------- as 490 817 
Fiscal year total. .......... 22-22-25 = ewswecn neo none een anneesee--e-e- 1, 150 1, 499 








1 Source: Treasury Department, July 10, 1956. 
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Federal-aid highways, unliquidated obligations on approved projects as of Jun 


W ork done Construc- Obligated, 
(earned tion under not under 
not paid contract not contract 

completed 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky , 452. 000 
Louisiana ; 5, 000 : 000 163, 000 2, 000 
Maine | 909, 000 000 434, OOO }, 238, OOO 
Maryland | . 000 . 000 831, 000 5. OOO 
Massachusetts ». 000 , 000 . 081, 000 ‘ 37. O00 
Michigan , 000 ; 000 5, 885, 000 . 000 
Minnesota , 000 ‘ 000 2, 056, 000 363. 000 
Mississippi 000 000 2. 210, 000 434. 000 
Missouri 3, 000 22, 649, 000 3, 884, 000 29. 366. 000 
Montana-.- 000 5 , 000 , 793, 000 000 
Nebraska 000 ‘ Om , 333, 000 977, O00 
Nevada. 000 c , O00 , 662, 000 
New Hampshire , 000 2, 000 675, 000 020, 000 
New Jersey , 000 , 577, 000 f 000 5. 000 
New Mexico 55, 000 5 000 c 000 , 000 
New York 5, 000 55, 355, 000 24, 000 000 
North Carolina 5, 000 9, 883, 000 ; 000 33, 000 
North Dakota 3, 000 5 , 000 = 000 5 O00 
», OOO , 000 4 000 50, 678, OOO 


Ohio 
Oklahoma , 000 - 000 3, 000 21, 156, 000 
000 000 5, 5, OOO 


Oregon 4, 148, 000 
Pennsylvania 5, 000 000 2, 000 31, 202, 000 
, 000 000 877, 000 


Rhode Island | 3, 384, 000 
South Carolina 2, 117, 000 , 000 , 000 995, 000 
, 000 352, 000 


South Dakota 2, 465, 000 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


_ Chairman Haypen. We have Mr. George T. Moore, the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration, and his associates, with us this after 
noon. 

Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I would like to read. 

Chairman Haypen. You may proceed. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Appropriations 
Committee, we are here today in support of proposed appropriation 
language to implement the new procedure for financing the Federal- 
aid highway program which was established by the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1956, approved June 29, 1956. Your action is necessary at 
this time for two reasons: First, the new legislation authorized an ex- 
yansion of program which will result in expenditure requirements of 
$375 million above the amount of $775 million which you approved in 
our regular appropriations act; secondly the new legislation provided 
for the establishment of a highway trust fund and the transfer to it 
of amounts equivalent to certain increased taxes to be computed from 
July 1, 1956, the date of the increase; it was further provided that as 
authorized by appropriation acts, amounts in this fund would be 
available for licen expenditures for the liquidation of obligations 
unpaid as of July 1, 1956, and those incurred subsequent to that date; 
since it will require several months for sufficient funds to accumulate 
in the trust fund, we must take action now to provide for financing the 
program in the interim period. 

The proposal before you provides for $1,150 billion to be derived 
from the highway trust fund to cover expenditures expected during 
fiscal year 1957. This amount is within the total expected revenues 
which, under the new legislation, are designated for use in the com- 
putation of amounts to be established in the trust fund. Included in 
the proposed language is a provision which will permit the expenditure 
of the general fund appropriations contained in the Commerce and 
Related Agencies Appropriation Act for 1957, until such time as suf- 
ficient amounts are accumulated in the trust fund to cover the require- 
ments of the program. This provision also requires that the general 
fund appropriation be reimbursed from the trust fund at such time as 
sufficient amounts are available. 

Finally, we are proposing language which will rescind as of June 
30, 1957, the $775 million appropriated under “Federal-aid highways” 
for fiseal year 1957 together with other unexpended balances under 
this head as of June 30, 1956. 

As indicated in the justification statement accompanying these pro- 
posals, we believe the above procedure is in accord with the intent 
expressed in the report of the Senate Committee on Finance (Rept. 
No. 2054), for operations during the early months of activity under 
the new legislation. 

Representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads, Commissioner 
Curtiss and Mr. Allen, are present for such further discussion as you 
may desire. 

Chairman Haypren. Now, if we did not do this, if we did not rescind 
the $775 million already appropriated, you would have that money to 
work with, would you not? 

Mr. Moorr. That is right. If you did not rescind that at this time, 


a 


we would use the $775 million as the trust fund is building up. 
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Chairman Haypen. Would not the $775 million run you until Con- 
cress came back next year ? 

Mr. Moore. If you will give us authority to add to that the $375 
million, it would cover the entire fiscal year, according to our best 


estimate. And the trust fund receipts are estimated to more than 
cover that. 


BOOKKEEPING PROCEDURE 


Chairman Haypren. Apparently what you think would be better 
bookkeeping in the light of the new legislation would be to carry it 
out by an appropriation, and then a rescission of this, so as to get it all 
in one set of books and start out in that way. Is that right? 

Mr. Moore. Do you want to answer that, Captain Curtiss? 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, Secre- 
tary Moore has been explaining the budget language which we think 
is desirable, to bring the appropriation in line with the provisions of 
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, which provided that all future 
appropriations would come from the trust fund that was set up in 
that act. This proposed appropriation language is desirable and in 
keeping with the provisions of that act, which was signed by the 
President on June 29. 


STATE ACTION ON HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


There are several reasons for asking for that change and for the 
supplemental. One is that I think under the stimulation of this larger 
a and the prospects of the legislation being enacted, the States 


1ave gone ahead more rapidly with their regular Federal-aid highway 
ea than we estimated they would when we made up our initial 

udget estimates 8 or 9 months ago. Our original estimate was $800 
million for the fiscal year 1957. That was reduced before final enact- 
ment to $775 million. 

Our present estimates are that we will require, to make payments 
on our regular program, about $900 million this year, in addition to 
$250 million required because of the new Highway Act. 

Chairman Haypen. Would that be required between now and next 


January, when Congress meets, or would it be required for the full 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957 ? 


EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES TO DECEMBER 


Mr. Curtiss. It would be required for the full fiscal year. We 
would need about $660 million of it up to the end of December. But 
we will also need an additional $250 million, we estimate, to comply 
with a provision in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, $100 mil- 
lion of which will be used to make advances to the States. That act 
provides for advances to the State highway departments for prompt 
payments on construction projects, and for the advance acquisition of 
rights-of-way. 

We think that is a very important provision. 

The act further provides that advance acquisition of rights-of- 
way is eligible for Federal aid if the construction is to proceed within 
a period of 5 years. 

We feel certain, and I am sure the Public Works Committees had 
that thought, too, in including this provision in the legislation, that 
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many millions of dollars can be saved through the advance acquisition 
of rights-of-way. 

We canvassed the States to get an idea of about how much they 
might require in the event this legislation was enacted, and their esti- 
mates added up to $192 million. We think however that by reimburs- 
ing the revolving funds promptly, $100 million would be sufficient. 

Senator Cravez. Mr. Chairman, I hate to interrupt Commissioner 
Curtiss, but I know Senator Kuchel told me this morning that he 
would like to make a short statement before the committee, and that 
he had other business to attend to. 

Chairman Haypen. I did not see the Senator come in. He and 
Senator Gore both desire to be heard, and if you want to interrupt 
the proceeding and let them make their statement, if they are in a 
hurry to get away, that will be all right. 

Would you like to make a statement and leave, Senator ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


PREVAILING RATE OF WAGES 
Senator Kucnen. If I may, Mr. Chairman. 
Is Senator Gore going to testify ? 
Senator Gore. I will follow you. 

Senator Kucueit. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. 

I think the high point of the present Congress with respect. to 
domestic legislation was its adoption of the interstate highway law. 
A part of that law includes the application of the so-called Davis- 
Bacon Act to the construction program. This is very short, and I 
shall read section 115, Prevailing Rate of Wage. “(a) Application of 
Davis-Bacon Act.” 


The Secretary of Commerce shall take such action as may be necessary to 
insure that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors 
on the initial construction work performed on highway projects on the interstate 
system, authorized under section 108 of this title, shall be paid wages at rates 
not less than those prevailing on the same type of work on similar construc- 
tion in the immediate locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accord- 
ance with the Act of August 30, 1935, known as the Davis-Bacon Act (40 
U. S. C., sec. 276 (a)). 

(b) Consultation with State Highway Departments. Predetermination of 
rates.—In carrying out the duties of the foregoing subsection, the Secretary of 
Labor shall consult with the highway department of the State in which a project 
on the Interstate System is to be performed. After giving due regard to the 
information thus obtained, he shall make a predetermination of the minimum 
wages to be paid laborers and mechanics in accordance with the provisions of 
the foregoing subsection, which shall be set out in each project advertisement 


for bids, and in each bid proposal form, and shall be made a part of the form 
covering the project. 


DETERMINATION OF PREVAILING 





WAGE 


Mr. Chairman, there is no need in this hearing to recall the length 
and thoroughness of the debate in the Senate which preceded the adop- 
tion by the Senate of this provision. I was very much in favor of 
the amendment which was offered by my friend the able senior Sena- 
tor from New Mexico. However, the fact is that today what I have 
just read is not something sponsored by any individual Senator. This 
is now the law of the land. 
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As I understand the proceeding, Mr. Chairman, as a prerequisite to 
any firm contract for construction being entered into, the Secretary 
of Labor first must, in accordance with the Davis-Bacon law, and 
further by reason of section (d) of 115 of the highway law, with 
respect to dealing with State highway departments, determine the 
prevailing wage which is paid to construction people in the area where 
the proposed construction contract is about to be awarded. 

In doing that, obviously, he is required to expend manpower. And 
it would be unthinkable to me if now we were to bind the Secretary’s 
hands and deny him the request for monitary assistance which he has 
made to the committee and which the President of the United States 
concurs. 

Here is a situation, Mr. Chairman, where, in the closing weeks of 
the Congress, the highway legislation was adopted, and suddenly we 
find the need for some assistance to the Secretary of Labor in carrying 
out this highly important part of the new statute. 

I noticed that apparently this committee could act in either of two 
ways. It could either make a general fund appropriation available to 
the Secretary, or it could provide for utilization by the Secretary of 
Labor of moneys in the highway trust fund. But in either of those 
two instances, Mr. Chairman, I very much hope that this committee 
will favorably consider the request of the Secretary of Labor and in- 
clude in the last supplemental appropriation bill the necessary moneys, 
actually a fairly small sum, to permit him to discharge the 1 important 
responsibility that is given to him under the law. And I only repeat, 
as I close, that if we failed, which I am sure we will not, to give the 
Secretary the tools to perform his responsibility, then I think it would 
be shameful for the Congress to have contributed to what well might 
be a complete breakdown of the new highway legislation during the 
next fiscal year. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman, except that I do thank you 
for an opportunity, as one who has been interested in this subject, 
with many of my brethren around the table, to present my views as 
strongly as I can to you. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Gore, do you want to be heard ? 

Senator Gore. If I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT GORE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


FUNDS FOR DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
requirement in the highway law which i imposes upon the Secretary of 
Labor the duty of determining and pronouncing a prevailing wage 
rate with respect to the interstate highway construction program, also 
attaches to the projects that necessity, that requirement, as a prerequi- 
site for approval. 

So, as Senator Kuchel has said, unless this requirement is met, un- 
less the provision in the law becomes operative, then I do not see how 
the Department of Commerce could approve an interstate highway 
project under the law. 
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Chairman Haypen. This requirement applies only to the Interstate 
System and not the secondary roads, and so on. 

Senator Gore. Only to the interstate highways, to which the Fed- 
eral Government, under the law, contributes 90 percent of the cost. 


Senator Evienper. Is.the Department of Labor specifically named 
in the act ? 


Senator Gore. It is. 


























CONSULTATION WITH STATE HIGHWAY DEPPAKT MENTS 





Senator Cuavez. It is, but they do have to consult the individual 
State officials, the highway department of every State in the Union, 
as to what is the prevailing wage in that area. 

Senator Gore. I would not think, Mr. Chairman, that any large 
amount of money would be involved. After all, there are 48 States, and 
there might be some geographic subdivision of the State as to areas. 
It would require some investigation, some determination. It does re- 
quire funds for administration. 

As I say, I should not think it would be a very large amount, but 
some money 1S necessary. 


AMOUNT OF BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator Cuavez. The budget estimate was how much ? 
Senator Kucnwen. $500,000. 

Senator Gore. I would be surprised if that much would be needed. 
Senator Cuavez. That is right. 

Senator ELLenper. That is what we thought at the time. 

Senator Gore. I would be much surprised if that much was needed. 
Some amount, the necessary amount, is required for the highway pro- 
gram, which, as Senator Kuchel has said, constitutes perhaps the larg- 
est piece of legislation in this session of Congress, and in some respects 
I guess many people would regard it as the most important piece of 
legislation in this Congress. 

I request the committee to give sympathetic consideration to the 
request, and to approve some amount of money to get the program 
started. That is all. Be 

Senator Cuavez. I personally think the Budget Bureau’s estimate 
is a little large. But they do need some money to inquire of the in- 
dividual States, the State officials, the highway officials, what is the 
prevailing wage in Santa Fe or New Orleans or some little country 
town. 

Chairman Haypen. Am I right in saying it is not Phoenix or Santa 
Fe but what is the prevailing rate around where that particular 20 
miles of road is built ? 

Senator Gore. I think that is true. 

Senator ELLeNperR. Is there not some money provided at the present 
for the operation of the Davis-Bacon Act? 

Senator Gore. Yes, sir. 


$300,000 ? 

























NECESSITY FOR ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES 










Senator ELLenper. Why cannot that money be used? That is what 
the appropriation is made for, and that is the assumption under which 
we thought, in fact I thought, the Department of Labor could render 
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the service. In order to administer the Davis-Bacon Act as to other 
tields, you do have quite a few employees, who are now doing that very 
work. Now, why is it necessary, I want to know, to get more money, 
to get more employees, to do that 

Senator Gore. W ell, I agree with you that the existing organization 
should be used to the fullest extent. 

Senator ELtenper. Of course. 

Senator Gore. I would point out that presently the Davis-Bacon 
provision does not reach highway construction. Now, there isa differ- 
ent kind of employee, a different kind of skilled labor involved, in 
cement mixers and bulldozer operators, as opposed to a bricklayer that 
may be constructing a veterans hospital. Some addition: ul money 
would be necessary, but I agree with you that I cannot justify this 
large an amount. 

Senator E,tenper. Half a million dollars is just too much. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could find out from the Department 
of Labor how much is now being appropriated in order to operate the 
Davis-Bacon Act that is now on the statute books. 

Chairman Haypen. Is there anybody here from the Department ? 

Senator Cuavez. We have two people here from the Department of 
Labor. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Let us get that. 

Senator Cnavez. Let us get that information for the committee. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


STATEMENT OF STUART ROTHMAN, SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF 


LABOR 


FUNDS FOR WAGE DETERMINATIONS 


Mr. Rornman. My name is Stuart Rothman. I am the Solicitor of 
the Department of Labor. 

In answer to your question, Senator, I would like to say that the 
cost. of administering the Davis-Bacon Act, as shown by the budget 
justification submitted on July 10, is approximately $215,000 in the 
Washington office. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean for all purposes / 

Mr. Roruman. For the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Senator ELLenper. For all purposes? 

Mr. Roruman. Yes. I think you will appreciate that all of that 
money is fully utilized for the current present program of approxi- 
mately 20,000 wage determinations. It is a highly efficient operation, 
and there is no excess of funds that can be used for the addition of 
another 12,000 wage determinations to the present 20,000. 

Senator Cuavez. The 12,000 are the road program. 

Mr. Roruman. It is estimated that an additional 12,000 wage deter- 
minations would be added by reason of the road program. 

Senator ELLenper. Why do you need $500,000 to make 12,000 de- 
terminations, when you m: ake 20 with $215,000. 

Mr. Roruman. Senator, I am glad that you asked that question, 
because there are very good answers. 

This problem of comparison, of comparing a current program over 
which the collection of wage rates and the development of systems and 
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the compilation of information has taken place over a period of 20 
years, is much different from starting from scratch, starting a new 
program, starting with a program in the rural areas, in the immediate 
localities, in areas where there is no w age determination, where we do 
not have the assistance, which we do in many of these places, where 
employers’ organizations and employees’ organizations assist in get- 
ting facts for “making the determination. There is also the nec essity 
of furnishing the information without delay in order that the wage 
determinations can be made so that the highway program will not 
be delayed. 
Senator SarronstaLt. How much money are you asking for? 

Mr. Rornman. $500,000. 





COST 





PER DETERMINATION 


Senator SaurronstaL. I figure on the basis of what you said it would 
be $10.75 for a determination. And if you multiply that times 12,000, 
you get $129,000. If you say that you have got all new stuff, and 
every ything else, and you double that, you have still only got $258,000, 
instead of $500,000. 

Mr. Roruman. Sen: itor, the exact amount of the money which may 
be required to efficiently operate the program over the years is some- 
thing that will have to be determined by trial and experience. 

But I w ould like to point out that in arriving at a wage determina- 
tion, arriving at the correct decision is important, a decision that is 
acceptable to labor, that is acceptable to the contractors, that is ac- 
ceptable to the Congress, that is acceptable to the Secretary, the deci- 
sion has to be a right one if we are to discharge our obligation. 

Senator E:tenper. But is not the Secretary the one to get it? That 
is what the act says. 

Mr. Roruman. You are absolutely right, Senator, but it costs money 
to get the information and to make the determination. 

Senator ELLeNpER. You have most of that in your files now. 

Mr. Rornman. Oh, no, sir. 

Senator E.tenper. A good deal of it, the data upon which you work. 

Mr. Roruman. We are talking about a different program, and we 
do not have the information, Senator. 

Senator SavronsTaL. Supposing we gave you, we will say, 

$200,000, with the proviso in the report that “this is an experiment and 
that you will be entitled to come back and report to the committee and 
ask for more if necessary in the first supplemental next January. 

Senator Cuavez. May I say this, Senator: I went over this bill with 
Senator Gore, Senator Kerr, Senator Case, and Senator Martin, in 
months and months of hearings. And this is the difference between 
what they have now as to prevailing wages in the Department of Labor 
and what they will have to meet under the road bill. 

Senator Sarronstaun. I agree with you. They have got to have 
some more money. 

Senator Cuavez. Generally, you go to a big city like New Orleans, 
and naturally vour prevailing wage is larger. But over here, vou have 
to look to a project that will be a hundred miles away from there, and 
vou have to find out about the prevailing wage in that area before you 
canapply therule. Isthat right? 

Mr. Rornman. That is true. 
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Chairman Haypen. Take the city of New Orleans. Is there any 
public information obtainable either from contractors or labor unions 
in New Orleans about what is the current rate of wages, so that your 
man can go and ask if this is a rate satisfactory both to the contractors 
and the unions? 

Mr. Rornmay. Yes, Senator, there is, and we make a point of secur- 
ing that information independently from both the employers’ organiz- 
ations and the employees’ organizations and submitting it to an inde- 
pendent check to see that it is the right one. But that information is 
very valuable. We do not have similar information for rural areas 
where the rate must be determined in the immediate locality, as the 
Congress has directed. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any other agencies, public or private, 
that make it a business to find out what these rates are, that you can 
consult ? 

Mr. Rornman. No, sir. There are the following agencies that will 
be helpful to us: The Dodge reports furnish the names of all contrac- 
tors that have received awards of all kinds, and through obtaining that 
information—that is just the name of the construction contractor and 
the place—we then undertake to contact the contractors directly and ob- 

tain payroll information. Because we are not dealing in an area of 
conjecture. We have to deal with facts. We get actual payroll in- 
formation wherever it isavailable. But asto any independent agencies 
that can make the wage saudaaeianiinn surveys for us and make a 
valid determination for us, there aren’t any, and it can’t be done that 
way. 

Chairman Haypen. It would seem to me it would be much simpler 
to acquire information in a city or a town of some size, where contracts 
are continually being let and business is being done and wage negotia- 
tions are carried on regularly, than it would if you went out into the 
country a hundred miles from the town and let a 20-mile road contract. 

Mr. Roruman. You are absolutely right, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. That is the reason I still think the $500,000 is 
too large. I do not know how those figures were arrived at by the 
Budget Bureau. But I think half that amount will be sufficient for a 
start. 

Senator ELLenper. On the other hand, the number of contracts to be 
let I do not believe would be too great for any of this program. They 
have got to make specifications and do a lot of work before they can 
let a contract of that kind. Am I right in that ? 

Mr. Roruman. That is true. There is a great deal of work that 
must be done in connection with the completion of the wage data in- 
formation and putting in it usable form. 


DUPLICATION OF WORK 


Senator Etrenper. You will do a lot of duplication, I bet, because 
you have a lot of that stuff that you should have in your files now on 
this other work you have done, in administering the Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

Mr. Rornman. To the extent that we have that information. we 
will certainly use it, and we have taken it into consideration. But 
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I am sure that all who are interested in the expeditious construction 
of these highways 

Senator Cuavez. The Bacon-Davis Act is brand new as to the road 
work. And I want them to pay them the prevailing wages as Al- 
buquerque as they stand in my State, They have a different prevailing 
wage. And I think that is why they are necessary, so that they would 
not have to send somebody from Union Hall over to Estancia to find 
out what the prevailing wages are. 

Mr. Roruman. May I make one observation? No one will want to 
delay the program, and the program cannot be administered, no con- 
tract can be awarded, without the Davis-Bacon wage determinations 
previously made. Senator Chavez has said that. Certainly we will 
do the best job we can within the funds that are made available. 

The job cannot be done halfway. You cannot do half of a proper 
job. The job has to be based on facts, and the right determinations 
have to be arrived at. 

Chairman Haypen. Those determinations have to be made under the 
law in the immediate vicinity. 

Mr. Roruman. In the immediate vicinity. Trial and experience 
will show the full amount that is needed. 

Based on my experience in 3 years of administering the act, I am 
constrained to the view that half the amount—and I say this in full 
recognition that it takes trial and experience and that we are all trying 
to arrive at the same result—that half the amount may be low. 

Senator Sarronsraty. Well, if we put in the report that you could 
come back to us next January if you were running out, that would 
cover you. That would give you your trial and experience, to see how 
near you come to this $10.75. 

Mr. Roruman. We will be pleased to do the best job we can, and 
the job has to be done right to discharge the responsibilities. This 
statistical amount is not a good way of getting at the problem of $10 
per unit, because you do not judge cases on a basis of a dollar cost per 
unit. Some cases are much more difficult, and collecting of facts is 
much harder. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Since I think that the committee appears to have disposed of this 
problem, would you wish any further statements from me? Or may 
I file a short statement that I had prepared ¢ 

Chairman Haypen. The statement may be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 





jetting the needed roads built as soon as possible was the whole congressional 
purpose in authorizing $25 billion in Federal funds as a 90 percent contribution 
to the cost of construction of the National System of Interstate and Defense High- 
Ways over a 13-year period; $1 billion of this amount is authorized by the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 for fiscal 1957. 

These roads cannot be built without wage determinations by the Secretary 
of Labor under the Davis-Bacon Act as applied in section 115 of the Highway 
Act. Under section 115 (b), the Secretary of Labor’s predetermination of locally 
prevailing wage rates have to go into the advertisement for bids, the bid proposal 
forms, and the contracts awarded by the States on each project. 

Contracts cannot be awarded until the Secretary of Labor has predetermined 
the prevailing rates and bids have been received on the basis of advertisements 
and proposals advising the contractors what these rates are. Let’s look at what 
has to be done first. 

Before the Secretary of Labor can predetermine the prevailing wage rates, he 
has to know what wages are being paid on similar highway projects in the im- 
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mediate locality of the contract work. He has to know this with respect to each 
class of workman to be employed on the project. 

This information has to be collected before wage determinations can be made 
under the standards provided in the law. It will have to be classified and re- 
corded in usable form. The State highway department must be consulted for 
such information as it is able to provide. All this information must be considered 
and evaluated as required under the standards set forth in the law, and it has 
to be done right and it will cost money. 

The information on local highway wage rates must be complete and ac- 
curate. Halfway measure will not do. If it is not, the Secretary of Labor 
will not be determining the wage rates actually prevailing, as intended by 
the law. His determinations might find higher wage rates which would 
unnecessarily increase the cost of the project. Or they might find lower wage 
rates which would place local bidders who pay prevailing rates at a disadvan- 
tage and would tend to depress locally prevailing rates by encouraging the im- 
portation of labor from areas where prevailing wage rates are lower. 

Only time and experience can tell how much money will be needed for this 
work in future years. The requested amount may not be enough or it may 
be too much. The estimates show, on the basis of the number of contracts for 
which it is expected that wage rates will have to be determined, an increase 
of over 50 percent in the number of wage determinations now made in a year’s 
time. But this is a new program. This figure does not reflect how big a job 
has to be done if the provisions of the Highway Act are to be carried out. 

Highway wage rates in localities on the Interstate System have not been col- 
lected by the Department of Labor. Information on building rates in urban areas, 
where a large part of the present workload is concentrated, has been collected 
through a cooperative program with the assistance of contractors’ and em- 
ployees’ organizations. This information is on file and can be quickly brought 
down to date under the existing program when new requests for determinations 
come in. But this is not true of the information needed for determinations 
under the Highway Act. 

For highway wage rates on the Interstate System, new and different sources 
of information and new cooperative programs must be built up. Until they can 
be, the Department of Labor will have to go out and get the information it 
has to have to do the job. To do it in the necessary time it will have to collect 
much of the information through its field offices and from State and local sources. 
Determinations should not be delayed beyond the 30 days now allowed after a 
request is received. To do so would delay the letting of highway contracts. 

The Department needs money immediately to get this information and to 
enlist the cooperation of all interested public and private agencies and organiza- 
tions in developing continuing sources of the needed information so that it may 
be kept current. The job at hand is much more than a 50-percent increase in a 
workload of the kind now being handled. Keeping existing files of wage rate 
data current by a constant flow of information from sources already enlisted in 
the program, as is now done, is much less costly than developing for the first time 
new compilations of basic data and new sources of information. Comparing the 
present wage determination program to the new one under the Highway Act is 
like comparing the current supplementation and revision of a code of laws or 
regulations to the job of originally compiling the code. The latter takes more 
money and more people. 

Unless adequate funds are provided to enable the Secretary to obtain com- 
plete and accurate wage-rate information for the locality of each project, to 
classify and record this information, to evaluate it under the standards specified 
by Congress in the law, to determine the correct locally prevailing rates for each 
class of workman to be employed on the project involved and to do all this prompt- 
ly and efficiently, the awarding of highway contracts on the Interstate System 
will be delayed, roads will not be built when they should be, and wage determina- 
tions when they are made may not be accurate and may reflect higher or lower 
wage rates than those actually prevailing in the immediate locality. 


RESOLUTION 


Chairman Haypen. I will insert at this point in the record a 
resolution of the American Association of State Highway Officials 
adopted at a meeting in Chicago on July 13, 1956. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 
Cuicago, ILL., JULY 13, 1956 


The chief administrative officials of the highway departments of the several 
States, the Territories of Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, and of the District of 
Columbia, meeting in special session as the Committee on Administration of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials, at Chicago, Ill, on July 12 
and 13, 1956, have given thorough study to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1956 and to certain features that will make it more effective administratively, 
expedite the initiation of the work and insure the efficient execution of the 
program authorized therein ; and 

Whereas the officials assembled are the responsible heads of the State high- 
way departments to which the Federal law has assigned the responsibility of 
initiating projects, making locations, developing designs, awarding contracts. 
and supervising construction, all in accordance with controlling Federal and 
State statutes, and under rules and regulations established by the Secretary 
of Commerce pursuant to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1916 as amended and 
supplemented, including the act of 1956. All of the foregoing responsibility 
is in addition to the complete responsibility of maintaining and operating all 
facilities constructed as part of the Federal-aid highway program and the 
additional responsibility of constructing and maintaining the many State high- 
Way projects and facilities constructed without Federal-aid participation; and 

Whereas the officials assembled in reviewing the act and making recom- 
mendations, have a background and experience of twoscore years as the 
builders of the Nation’s highways, and have enjoyed 40 years of cooperation 
and partnership with the Bureau of Public Roads and feel that they can evaluate 
and advise on administrative problems and procedures that arise from a 
Federal-State roadbuilding relationship ; and 

Whereas they believe that in the act of 1956, a means of closing the widening 
gap between available highway facilities and critical traffic needs is afforded, 
and that administratively the act can be made to expeditiously perform the 
task satisfactorily to all concerned; and 

Whereas they enthusiastically endorse the act, reaffirm their confidence in the 
fine historic relationship that has existed between the State highway depart- 
ments and the Bureau of Public Roads over the years, and that in their belief 
this working relationship will yield results that will measure up to the con- 
fidence implied and to the responsibilities assigned in the act of 1956; and 

Whereas, after thoroughly studying the act they congratulate all of those at 
the Federal level who had a part in initiating, formulating, and enacting the 
1956 act, on the knowledge and foresight and fortitude exhibited: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the chief administrative officials of the several State highway 
departments accept their responsibility without reservation and welcome the 
challenges and opportunities to perform a great public service that are afforded 
by the act and that they stand ready and willing to furnish the Secretary of 
Labor in response to the “consultation” requirement contained in section 115 
(b) of said act the full cooperation of the highway departments, the extensive 
existing facilities and vast background of experience with respect to the wage 
rates prevailing in the highway field in the respective States for the “immediate 
area” in which projects will be constructed on the Interstate System. 

The highway officials stand ready to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for 
his consideration the labor rates which prevail for the classes of labor expected 
to be employed on such projects. It is the State highway departments, or those 
agencies with which they normally join in cooperative endeavor, that almost 
exclusively employ, either directly or indirectly, all types and classes of labor 
referred to in section 115 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956. As a result 
the State highway departments have a valuable and vast background of ex- 
perience and information on reliable highway labor rates. Said highway of- 
ficials, therefore, consider their specialized experience and position to be invalu- 
able in the administration of this provision of the said act and recommend to the 
President of the United States adoption in regulations and procedures for the 
administration of said act the following measures: 

(a) That the State highway departments deal only with the Bureau of Public 
Roads in this as well as all other features of the Federal aid highway construc- 
tion program. 

(b) That the President, through his Secretary of Labor, delegate to the State 
highway departments of each State, or the appropriate wage-determining body 
as set up by law in the respective States, the responsibility for collection of the 
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facts and data regarding proper wage rates to be paid under said act, under 
regulations and procedures established by the Secretary of Labor, which will 
outline the data required by the Secretary for proper wage determinations. 

(c) That each State highway department in submitting a project for con- 
struction under section 108 of said act be required to show the minimum wage 
rates for each class of labor expected to be employed on the project, prevailing 
in the immediate locality of the project, determined in accordance with (b) 
above, in order that the Secretary of Labor will have the benefit of the exper- 
ience and judgement of the local authorities who are best informed on this sub- 
ject in the immediate locality of each project. 

(d@) That the Secretary of Labor as required in said act give due regard to 
the recommendation and proposed minimum wage rates and that he accept and 
approve such recommended predetermined minimum wage rates unless he find 
evidence of fraud, willful misrepresentation, of lack of géod faith on the part 
of a State in carrying out the intent of said act, which the highway officials 
understand to be that no worker shall be paid less than the prevailing wage 
in the immediate locality in which he is working for the type of work in which 
he is engaged and that no wage rates either higher or lower shall be imported 
from another area. 

(e) That in the event that regulations conforming to these policies cannot be 
established and issued promptly to permit the urgently needed highway pro- 
gram to proceed, interim approval be given to acceptance by the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Secretary of Labor of a duly attested certificate of the 
State highway department setting forth the wage rates proposed to be paid to 
each Class of labor to be employed on a project and that such proposed rates 
are those prevailing in the immediate locality of the project being proposed 
for construction under section 108 of said act ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this action be furnished to the President of the 
United States, the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, the Bureau 
of the Budget, and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I hereby certify that the above is the official action taken by the chief admin- 
istrative officials of the several State highway departments, attending a meet- 
ing in Chicago, July 13, and sitting as the Committee on Administration of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. 

A. E. JOHNSON, 
Erecutive Secretary, AASHO. 


EXPENDITURES DEPENDENT ON BIDS 


Mr. Curtiss. No project can be advertised for bids until there has 

been a predetermination of wages, and that must be included in the 
request for bids. And under the law that can only be determined 
after consultation with the State highway departments. 

Chairman Hayven. If the committee provided a sum of money, the 
expenditure would depend upon how many bids you have let between 
now and when Congress reassembled; would it not ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We anticipate the first year a great deal of this money 
will be used for the acquisition of rights-of-way. Our estimate is for 
the first year about 1,100 contracts. That is an average of 2 contracts 
toa project and about 550 projects. 

Chairman Haypen. I do not see where the acquisition of right-of- 
way enters into it. 

Mr. Curtiss. I was just saying, Mr. Chairman, we will have fewer 
projects, because the funds will be used for that purpose, rather than 
construction contracts, where the wages have to be predetermined. 
That is the reason there will only be, according to our estimate, about 
1,100 contracts the first year. The State highway departments and 
the counties and the cities with whom they cooperate in highway work 
are about the only public agencies that let contracts on W hich this type 
of labor is employed. And they have quite a reservoir of information 
on what wages are paid. Now, the Department of Commerce is at the 
present time engaged in conferences with the Department of Labor 
trying to work outa plan. 
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Chairman Haypen. It seems to me the No. 1 use for this money 
would be for the Department of Labor to contact each State highway 
department and say what is the prevailing wage in Arizona or Texas 
or Vermont or New York or wherever it may be. And if they gath- 
ered the rates that the State highway departments have determined, 
it would be very helpful to the Department of Labor in making its 
final determination as to a particular locality. And if the work had 
been done there within a few months by a contractor, and he paid a 
certain rate of wages in that particular locality, you could very 
quickly fix it there. On the other hand, if there had not been any 
work done in that locality for quite a long time, you would have to 
get some original information, it would seem to me. 


STATE WAGE BOARDS 


Mr. Curtiss. I think that is correct. Of course, in some States they 
have wage boards set up by State law that predetermine wages, which 
the State highway department must use in the letting of contracts. 
In others, like Missouri, the contractors’ organization enter into an 
agreement at intervals, about once a year, with the unions, on a scale 
of wages which they will pay for the period covered by the agreement. 
Such agreements cover particularly the metropolitan areas of the 
State. 

Mr. Roruman. I just wanted to add for purposes of the record that 
the Secretary of Labor is charged with the responsibility of discharg- 
ing the Federal responsibilities under the law of predetermining the 
rates. And while we have to build our files during this current year, 
and we have the estimates of anticipated contracts that we have re- 
ceived from the Public Buildings Administration, this problem of 
how States have been doing it may create more confusion than clarifi- 
cation of the situation under the present law. 


ADDITIONAL WORK DUE TO NEW PROGRAM 


Senator Hitt. What I was going to say, then: You mean there may 
be a considerable amount of additional work entailed on you, Mr. 
Rothman, due to these provisions in the new Highway Act? 

Mr. Roruman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, what you are saying is that there are 
not any determinations already made, or any figures, so to speak, so that 
you could just say, “They are it.” You may have a lot of work to do to 
make a determination that will fit the requirements as laid down in 
the new Highway Act. Isthat right? 

Mr. Rornman. Yes, Senator. To fit the requirements of the Fed- 
eral act. Because the States may have had experience and may have 
factual data, but their methods of doing it may not be in accordance 
with the requirements of the Federal act. 


LETTER FROM SECRETARY MITCHELL 


Chairman Haypen. Here is a letter from Secretary Mitchell, which 
reads: 
DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: I am sure that you will understand my very deep 


disappointment that the Senate Appropriations Committee disallowed entirely 
the request made by the President for a supplemental appropriation of $500,000 
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to the Department of Labor for the 1957 fiscal year to enable the Secretary of 
Labor to perform the duties assigned to him by section 115 (a) and (b) of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

Section 115 (b) of the Highway Act requires the bid and contract documents for 
projects contracted by the States on the Interstate System of Highways to con- 
tain the Secretary of Labor’s predetermination of prevailing wage rates. No 
construction contract can be awarded without the predetermined wage rates. 
Over $1 billion in Federal funds is authorized for this construction program for 
fiscal 1957. An examination of the Highway Act will show that its extension of 
the Davis-Bacon Act to this new program requires the Secretary to perform 
not only the duties with which he is now charged under the Davis-Bacon Act on 
other contract programs but other duties as well. For example, the Secretary's 
predeterminations will be made after consulting State highway departments and 
giving regard to the information they provide. 

The Department of Labor has been planning for the discharge of its obliga- 
tions under the act in order that the new highway program will move forward 
with the expedition that we all wish it to have. The estimates given to us by 
the Public Roads Administration indicate an average increase of approximately 
12,000 wage predeterminations per year, or more than a 50-percent increase. 
This figure understates the problem. These determinations involve many new 
areas, in which the collection of wage information will be more difficult and 
will require much more manpower than the approximately 20,000 predetermina- 
tions now issued each year, many of which fall within large urban areas for 
which there is available wage data. 

Those who have looked forward to the application of the Davis-Bacon Act 
to the new highway program must be as keenly disappointed as I in the failure 
to make funds available to carry out the program. 

Reluctant as I am at this late time to ask the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee to again consider this matter, since there was no opportunity to have 
the matter raised in the Senate today, I believe that the urgency of this matter 
requires that I do so. I am informed that the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee is not accepting any more estimates at this time. I have no alternative 
but to ask the assistance of your good offices to have the Senate Appropriations 
Committee again review the matter and include the appropriation requested by 
the President in the next supplemental appropriations bill. 

Without a reasonable increase in the appropriation it should be obvious that 
the prosecution of the Federal-aid highway program will be seriously jeop- 
ardized because it will not be possible for me to carry out my responsibilities 
under the highway act and furnish wage predeterminations without additional 
funds. While the supplemental request contemplates funds to be made avail- 
able from the highway trust fund created by the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 
if the Congress should consider it more appropriate we would have no objection 
to an appropriation from general revenues. 

Your cooperation is sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES P. MITCHELL, Secretary of Labor. 


Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that we have got to appropriate some- 
thing. It is just a question of how much. 

Senator Cuavez. That is right. 

Senator SauronstaLu. And if you get the bill underway and sug- 
gest to the Department of Labor in our report that we would not be 
adverse to them coming back and looking us over next year on this 
showing that they have had, I should think we have done our job. 

Chairman Haypen. Very well. I guess there is nothing further 
that either the Department of Labor or the Bureau of Public Roads 
desires to say on that subject. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Dodson, did you have anything to say ? 

Mr. Dopson (James E. Dodson, Administrative Assistant to the 
Secretary of Labor). No, sir; I did not. Mr. Rothman covered it 
very well. 
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Chairman Haypen. Then we are back now to this item of $1,150 
million to be derived from the highway trust fund. Who is going to 
testify about that / 

Mr. Curtiss. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I had 
started to explain the increase of $375 million in our budget estimates 
for fiscal year 1957 when we diverted to the Davis-Bacon procedure. 
I will re peat some of that explanation. 

First, it was developed that our estimate of $800 million for the 
regular Federal aid program, which we made 8 or 9 months ago, and 
which was submitted to the Congress in the budget for 1957, was too 
conservative. It was low by about a hundred million dollars. 

The $800 million estimate was reduced to $775 million in the appro- 
priation act. So it is our present estimate that to meet payments that 
will be necessary on our going Federal aid program during the fiscal 
year 1957, we will require an additional $125 million, 

Before the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 passed, we canvassed 
the States to find out how much they might request, under the proposed 
provisions which permit the advancing of funds to the States both for 
construction and advance acquisition of rights-of-way. Their esti- 
mates totaled $192 million. 

We think, however, that by prompt payments to the States, if they 
will voucher us promptly, we can keep sufficient amount in the revolv- 
ing funds and not retard the program any if the advances to the States 
are held to a total of $100 million. That accounts for $225 million. 

We think that the interstate program itself, the new program, will 
require about $150 million this fiscal year. That makes a total of 
$375 million in addition to the $775 million already appropriated, or 
a total of $1,150 million. 

I think it is desirable to have these funds appropriated at this time. 
Our estimates indicate a need for $660 million by the end of this calen- 
dar year. There is usually a lapse of several months before the first 
supplemental appropriation goes through after Congress convenes, 
and we could easily be out of funds in February. W ith this large pro- 
gram, our liabilities will accumulate very rapidly, and we should have 
the money in hand to make payments. 

Expenditure estimates from the trust fund indicated that during 
the first 6-months, when we will pay out an estimated $660 million, 
the trust fund will receive in revenues some $682 million. So by the 
end of December the highway trust fund should be solvent. 

Secretary Moore explained the need for language to convert the 
present appropriation so that it will comply with the provisions of 
the new act with respect to the trust fund. While we can make pay- 
ments from the appropriation already made, we think it is desirable 
to have this appropriation language enacted so that appropriation 
procedures can comply fully with this new act. 

Chairman Haypen. To do that, then, you would have to appropriate 
this $1,150 million and then transfer back to the Treasury how much ? 

Mr. Curtiss. $775 million. 

Chairman Haypen. That would then leave this net of $3875 million 
that you have asked for / 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 
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Chairman Haypen. That would then start your bookkeeping, so to 
speak, on the regular basis from now on. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. If you do not do it, on the other hand, you can 
vet along if you had this extra $375 million, appropriated in the regu- 
lar old way, until next year and then adopt the new system of book- 
keeping. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes; we can get along just as long as we can submit 
vouchers for payment and have them paid. But we do think it is de- 
sirable to get the bookkeeping adjusted. Also I think the Treasury 
Department would like to have us do that. 


APPROPRIATION FOR REGULAR PROGRAM 


Chairman Haypren. We appropriated in the regular bill under 
Public Law 604 $775 million, and that is to carry on the regular pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. The regular Federal-aid program. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now, do you know of any instances where the 
money that we have already appropriated will be used as a part of the 
system that you contemplate building from these proceeds you are 
now asking for ? 

ADVANCES OF FUNDS TO STATES 


Mr. Curtiss. Oh, yes, there will be plenty of places. For one thing, 
many of the States will soon be coming in for an advance of funds. 
We estimate that will take $100 million. 

Senator ELLenper. The question I was going to ask you: If you 
do have some places wherein this special fund is going to be used to 
erect a system in which you are going to use for that purpose the $775 
million, how do you differentiate it ? 

Mr. Curtiss. We do not make any differentiation, Senator Ellender, 
of the cash. Under a pooling provision of the law, we get one appro- 
priation for all of the several categories of the Federal-aid fund. 
That simplifies the bookkeeping very much, and it is just the most 
economcial way to operate the program. 

Senator ELLenper. But under this new road bill, as I understand it, 
there is a certain number of miles in each State that are going to be 
assigned, and this particular money that will be made available under 
the law will be the one to be used for that purpose. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right. And it will be charged to that authori- 
zation. But the cash will be in a lump sum. 

Senator ELtenper. I see. So that your accounts will show. 

Mr. Curtiss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Extenper. And what you are asking for is just a total 
amount, and then you will make the assignment. 

Mr. Curtiss. That is right, sir. 

Senator Eitenper. Now, this $1,150 million will be in addition to 
the $775 million that we gave you? 

Mr. Curtiss. No: we are suggesting that the $775 million be re- 
scinded, and it would in effect then be a part of the $1,150 million. 

Senator Exrenper. Where are you asking for that recession? I 
did not hear you say that. I must have been busy somewhere else. 

80579—56——19 
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Mr. Nietson. It is in the language which we have supplied the 
committee. 

Senator Extenper. Oh. Wait. I did not know you had a second 
sheet here. Wait a minute. 

Mr. Curtiss. That was merely to comply with the provisions of 
the new law. 

Senator E.trenper. That is all right. I had not seen that sheet, sir. 
I amsorry. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions at the moment ? 
T notice two Senators here. Senator Morse? 

Senator Morse. I beg your pardon, Mr. Chairman. 

Chariman Haypen. Please proceed, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


FUNDS FOR LABOR DEPARTMENT 


Senator Morse. I am just going to take a half a minute to supple- 
ment what I understand other colleagues have said about the Depart- 
ment of Labor request for $500,000 for doing necessary work in connec- 
tion with putting into effect the wage studies for application of the 
Davis-Bacon Act. 

I only want to speak about it from the standpoint of my State. I 
think it is typical of those areas of the country where you have large 
rural sections and a great deal of survey work has to be done. And I 
would like to urge the maximum possible amount. I would like to 
urge the $500, 000. 

I would like to respectfully say that I think it would be a handicap 
to the Department of Labor to suggest that they take a smaller amount 
and then come back in six months. I think we ought to determine now 
how much money is needed in order to do an adequate job. If $500,000 
is too much, cut it down. But let us give them the amount that they 
need in order to do the job for the next vear, so that we can get on 
with building the roads. And I would suggest that if we needed to 
cut the $500,000 down, we could do that. But I imagine if you did 
that, you would have to end up with almost $400,000, if you are going 
to do it on a year’s basis. 

That is all I wanted to say, except to strongly endorse that something 
go into this record for the application of the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to speak on another subject. 

Senator ELtenper. He was asked to come here at 3 o’clock on flood 
control. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions that need to be 
asked of this group? Have we made a complete record ? 

We have a representative here of the American Federation of Labor 
and CIO, Mr. Riley, who I believe would like to make a statement. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE G. RILEY, REPRESENTATIVE 


DATA ON WAGES 


Mr. Ritry. Mr. Chairman, I want to give this statement to the re- 
porter for the record. I do not think it is necessary to ask that I be 
indulged in reading it. But I want to call attention to a point which 
Senator Ellender had in his mind a while ago, having to do with the 
data on wages in the Department of Labor. 

You are now entering into a brandnew field. This no longer is 
building construction, that is, vertical construction, This is horizontal 
construction. It goes all the way across the State, all the way across 
the Nation. That data is not in hand at all. If you pulled the drawer 
out and started to use the building construction data in the rural sec- 
tions, you would be completely lost. 

Senator ELLenper. Mr. Riley, the road that is contemplated, let us 
say for Louisiana, runs through the northern part, and a little bit 
through the southern part. Now, the places where this road will pass 
include cities like Monroe, Shreveport, and 2 or 3 others. Well, now, 
I do not think you have much of a problem there. Certainly the data 
you have as to what carpenters are paid, what the skilled and unskilled 
nen are paid—you gather that, though, in the administration of the 
Davis-Bacon Act. 

Mr. Ritey. That is right. Looking for a rate in Boston, Mass., 
you have a shop rate. If you want to build a highway in that vicinity, 
it is very easy to say that, as long as that shop rate applies. But that 
shop rate does not necessarily apply. 

Senator ELLenper. It should not. 

Mr. Rutty. No. That is right. So therefore you have to go out 
away from the city and build yourself a new composite of wage 
structure. 

Senator Satronstauu. Mr. Riley, from the point of view of our com- 
mittee, if it costs you $10.75 now, and that is $129,000 on 12,000 cases, 
if we give you double $129,000, and tell you to come back here if you 
have to next January or February, we have given you a darned good 
start. ‘ 

Mr. Rizey. I am certainly not an expert on how much is required. 
I know this, and I am sure most of us would agree: There is not going 
to be any highway construction until this data is assembled. Because 
no contractor is going to go in blindly and bid on something when he 
does not know what his wage costs will be. 

Senator SaLronsTALL. But $250,000 is giving you just twice as much 
now as it costs you to determine a case, for each case. 

Senator Cuavez. As to the reference to the application of the Davis- 
Bacon Act to the road bill, that is entirely different than the vertical 
construction that Mr. Riley speaks about. 

Mr. Rirey. That is right. 

Senator Cuavez. Over there you are dealing with machines. You 
are dealing with carpenters. aon are dealing with plumbers. You 
are dealing with probably something else. And over here, we do not 
want to have that kind of wages applying in our little rural districts, 
where the prevailing wages might be different. We would prefer to 
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have them build more roads. And that was the idea of the insertion 
of that. 


“IMMEDIATE VICINITY” PROVISION 


Mr. Ritey. I would like to point out one more cost item in this 
thing. And that is this: The insertion of “immediate vicinity,” 
which is in subsection (a), section 111, was not the original language. 
We did not object to putting that in, because we did not think it de- 
tracted or added a great deal. But it did take care of the wishes and 
needs of those who were thinking in terms of the rural communities. 
And we certainly wanted to be fair all around. But when yeu put 
that in, that means you have got to go to the immediate vicinities where 
these contracts are involved. 

Senator Ertenper. In that connection, Mr. Riley, suppose you have 
10 miles to be built through Monroe, La., 5 on each side, and next is a 
little town where the prevailing wage in that little town is not what it is 
in Monroe. 

Mr. Ritey. It would take a dip according to the immediate vicinity. 

Senator Exnenper. What is going to happen, do you think ¢ 

Mr. Ritey. That is where the Department has to go out and get 
that data. That is what I am pointing out. That is where the cost 
item is involved. 

Senator ELtitenper. So that you are going to have to have additional 
wages. 

Mr, Rizxy. We did not ask for that. 

Senator ELtenper. Yes, you did ask that the Davis-Bacon Act apply 
to the road construction. 

Mr. Ritey. But not for the immediate vicinity. That is what 
costs. 

Senator ExLenper. I guess that as to labor as a whole, you would 
get all you want. I do not blame you for that. All the traffic will 
bear. But that is why I voted against the inclusion of the Davis-Bacon 
Act, because in my own State—and it is the same thing in other 
States—you are going to pass through maybe a half a dozen little towns 
where the prev ailing wage may be different than it is in Shreveport 
and Monroe. 

Mr. Rirey. But if it is, it is going to be an agreement between the 
employer and the employee, and that surely must be fair. 

Senator Exiienper. I will bet you all I have, 
much—that whatever the prevailing wage in Shreveport or Monroe 
is, it is going to be what you boys ask for. 

Mr. Rinry, When you narrow it down to the immediate vicinity, 
you are in an entirely new field. 





STATE ROAD DEPARTMENT DATA 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that we are 
not looking for prevailing wages in other businesses, but in the road- 
building business. We are asking the State road departments to fur- 
nish their data and to consult with the Department of Labor. They 
will certainly have the latest information on what have been the wages 
paid for the last roads being constructed in that immediate vicinity. 
I do not think it is going to be intolerable. 
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Senator ELLtenper. It will not be complicate «lat all, as much as they 
say it will be, because I am sure that every State department has that 
now, and that is what oe are supposed to gage it on. 

Senator Hoitanp. I did not support this provision in the bill, be- 
cause I do not think this is a proper field for it. But this is the law, 
and I do not think it will be a very difficult thing to consult. For in- 
stance, in my State we have very heavy roadbuilding programs under 
way, and they extend into every part of the State, and I think the con- 
sultative provisions applicable to the State road departments will be 
of very great practical assistance in getting some immedi: ite figures, 
because roadbuilding i is underway in every county in the State. I do 
not think it will be an insuperable job at all. 

Senator EL.tenper. That is what I say. It will take less money. 

Senator Hotianp. I think it will take less money. I regret that it 
comes out of the highway trust fund, but that is what the law provides. 
That means it cuts down the mileage that is available out of the road 
trust fund. 

Mr. Ritey. Well, gentlemen, thanks for your indulgence. 

Senator Hotitanp. Since the act so provides, that is where it will 
have to come, I suppose. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. Your prepared statement will be placed in the 
record at this point. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE ID. RILEY, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, CONGRESS 
OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ON DAVIS-BACON FUNDS To ADMINISTER SEC- 
TION 115 oF PuBLIC LAW 627, S4TH CONGRESS 


In passing the Highway Construction Act, the Congress determined as a part 
of that act in section 115 that the Interstate System should be constructed under 
prevailing wages. 

The Congress further provided that the Secretary of Labor shall consult with 
State highway officials in determining what the wage rates shall be. However, 
the final responsibility will be with the Secretary of Labor. 

The wages as predetermined by the Secretary of Labor must be incorporated 
in the invitations to bid and in the contracts. Thus, no invitational bid can be 
issued until the Secretary of Labor has determined the prevailing wage in the 
locality where the work will be performed. Congress has placed upon the See- 
retary of Labor a duty which he and he alone must Carry out. 

The Department of Labor has made its presentation as to its budget require- 
ments in this regard. I have read this justification and while I believe it ade- 
quately justifies the modest request, I do not believe it is sufficient in amount 
to carry out the task placed upon the Secretary. I honestly believe that more 
than twice the amount requested actually would be necessary at the outset. 

I want to speak briefly of the administrative task the Congress has placed upon 
the Secretary of Labor. This is a new field and the Secretary must start literally 
from the ground up, insofar as wage data is concerned. However, the basic 
administrative staff already exists. Undoubtedly it will take several years before 
a well-developed fact-gathering program can be accomplished. 

We know from experience that prevailing wage laws are only as good as their 
enforcement by the agencies. Because of the laxity in some Government con- 
tracting agencies in enforcement of Davis-Bacon and other wage laws, the Con- 
fress approved Reorganization Plan No. 14 of 1950. While that plan does not 
in any way relieve or affect the primary responsibility of the agencies, it does 
place upon the Secretary of Labor the authority of coordination and consistency 
of administration and enforcement of prevailing wage provisions. He does have 
authority to make independent investigations at his discretion. 
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I must reemphasize that since the Congress has made it a requirement that 
prevailing wages as found by the Secretary shall be included in the invitations 
to bid and in the contracts, the intention of the Congress will be frustrated and 
the interstate highway program will bog down unless the Secretary of Labor 


is given sufficient funds with which to carry out the job, which the Congress has 
assigned him. 


I am sure it was not the will of the Congress to enact provisions and then to 
deny funds to implement his intention. 


I want to express a deep snse of appreciation for the great step forward which 
the Congress took in enacting section 115 of the basic act, Public Law 627. It is 


an important milestone and will bring home to workers the fact that this Con- 
gress has their interest at heart. 
I feel too that contractors as a whole also know of the beneficial requirements 
since it stabilizes the industry and establishes a fair and equal labor cost for all. 
The AFL-CIO asks that the full appropriation be granted so that this great 
program can get rolling without delay. As we see it, that program isn’t going 


to start unless the Labor Department is provided with the necessary tools with 
which to operate. 


‘ f F 
Chairman Haypren. Senator Bush, you wish to make a statement, 
IT believe? 


Civi. FuncrioNs—DeEpartTMENT OF THE ARMY 


SMALL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


SMALL PROJECTS BILL 


Senator Busw. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I am very 
grateful for this opportunity to appear before you to urge your con- 
sideration for the need for funds in the second supplemental appro- 
priation bill to implement Public Law 685, 84th Congress, approved 
by the President on July 11, 1956. 

This is what we call the small projects bill, and Public Law 685 
authorizes an increase in the general authorization for small flood 
control works not specifically ‘authorized by the Congress from $3 
million to $10 million in any fiscal year and an increase in the amount 
which may be expended on a project in any single locality from 
$150,000 to $400,000. 

It may be that an additional appropriation in a relatively modest 
amount is all that is needed here at the present time, because the law 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army to allot funds for this project 


“from any appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for flood 
control.” 


PLANNING FUNDS 


Nevertheless, it is my belief that the Congress should, by provid- 
ing funds, express its determination that the urgently needed work 
contemplated by Public Law 685 be undertaken promptly and car- 
ried forward with all possible speed. Therefore, I respectfully urge 
that you provide an amount for planning and construction sufficient 
to enable the Corps of Engineers to get this program under w ay and 
give the corps additional “obligating authority so that if necessary 
the work can be continued by transfers from other funds. 

The public works appropriation bill for 1957 approved before the 
enactment of Public Law 685 provided $1,250,000 for local protection 
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projects not requiring specific legislation. This sum is $250,000 
more than the 1956 appropriation but is inadequate to implement the 
expanded program contemplated by the new law. 


STATUS OF NEW ENGLAND PROJECTS 


As a guide to the committee in considering what amount should 
be included in this supplemental bill now under consideration, I can 
advise you that I am informed that the division engineer for New 
England has in preparation projects involving an ‘expenditure of 
approximately $3 million, total projects involving approximately 
$3 million. Of that amount, about $ 7 million in pl: inning and con- 
struction funds could be expended, I am advised, before the next 
Congress will have the opportunity to act upon requests for funds 
for this program. 

The determination of the exact amount which should be included 
in the supplemental bill, considering the needs not only of New Eng- 
land but of other areas of the Nation exposed to flood hazards, I leave 
to the judgment of this committee. 

It is my hope that you will provide ample funds in the bill to make a 
start on this essential program, and in your report make it clear that 
if additional funds are required, it is your intent that the Corps of 
Engineers provide such funds by transfers from other flood-control 
appropriations within the limit of the authorization of Public Law 
6S). 


EFFORT TO OBTAIN BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Chairman Haypen. Senator, was any effort made to obtain a budget 
estimate which could be sent to this committee for this amount of 
money ¢ 

Senator Busu. We have discussed it with the Army engineers, but 
they are not prepared with the final budget estimate. This law was 
just passed a week ago or so, but they are satisfied that they can use 
a certain amount of money. There is a representative of the Corps 
of Engineers here, if you wish to query him on that point. He can 
perhaps give you the answer. 

But the important thing here, if I may just say one additional 
word, is that a lot of temporary work has been done in these areas 
which have been flood stricken. And the advantage of this small 
projects bill will be to cement or to nail down some of the temporary 
work by putting in riprapping on the faces of these temporary dikes 
and backing them up firmly, so that they can be made permanent, and 
not run the risk of having all that money washed down the rivers 
again. 

Senator ELienper. Senator Bush, I do not believe that I would 
consent, as a member of this committee, to have transferred to this 
fund any moneys that the engineers may have, because that would 
probably affect some projects for which we have already made pro- 
VISION. 

Senator Cravez. Yes, it would deprive them of funds appropriated 
for specific projects agreed to in conference. 

Senator Busi. Well, I would not want that to be done. 

Senator Extenper. That is what would happen, probably. Now, 
as I suggested to you the other day, for projects in this category, that 
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is, $150,000, which was prior to the enactment, we got the House to 
increase the amount by $250,000. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExLLenper. If you remember, the House had provided a 
million, and we put in a million-five, and we split the difference. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Senator ELLenper. Now, the limit on the size of the individual 
project has been increased from $150,000 to $400,000. 
a sum, as you know. 

Senator Busn. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. I realize that some additional money ought to 
be obtained. But what I would like to do is to suggest to the com- 
mittee that we provide funds over and above the increase of $250,000 
and make it apply to the projects that are eligible under Public 
Law 685. 

Senator Busi. Well, how much would you suggest ? 

Senator ELtenper. Oh, around $2 million, to make a start. 

Senator Bus. That would be fine. 

Senator CHavez. That would apply to the 400 instead of the 150. 

Senator ELitenper. That is because of the fact that this new law 
was put into effect raising the size of the project from $150,000 to 
$400,000. 

Senator Sarronsratn. That would be $3,250,000. 

Senator ELtenver. For small projects, yes. 

Senator Busu. I think that would be very satisfactory, Mh 
man. 

Senator Extenper. And that is due to the fact that the amount has 
been increased from a high of $150,000 to a high of $400,000. 

Chairman Haypen. If there is some representative here from the 
Corps of Engineers, I would like to have him comment on this sug- 
gestion. 

Senator Evitenper. I wonder if Mr. Tofani has any projects in 
mind. As I remember, in the Northeast there was so much work 
there that the engineers could not take on any more. 


That is quite 


. Chair- 


PROGRESS ON NEW ENGLAND PLANNING 


Mr. Torant. The $2 million that you suggested is about all that we 
would want. Actually, on these projects here, that we are sneaking 
about, we would use about half a million dollars or so for planning 
these projects. They are pretty good sized projects when they get 
to $400,000. We would want a little for construction, because in New 
England, especially in New England, where they have been hit pretty 
hard, they have done quite a bit of planning on their own, and they 
have a lot of suggested projects. T think we could go a little faster 
in New England than we could in the other parts of the countr ip 

Senator Cuavez. Since 1936 you have had about 35 or 36 projects 
in New England, and they were never constructed. They were au- 
thorized by the Congress. 

Mr. Torant. That is correct. But as the Senator may know, there 
was a little difficulty with local cooperation in New England, which 
has now been resolved. 

Senator SarronsTaty.. We are not difficult to cooperate with. 

Senator Eiitenper. The only thing is that it took a big storm and 
a lot of damage to wake up the people of New England, the same as 
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in other sections of the country. I do not think that is peculiar to 
New England, now. 

But you say you could use not in excess of $2 million / 

Mr. Torant. That is about what we could use. 

Senator ELLENDER. With the $1,250,000 you now have. 

Mr. Torant. Yes; this $2 million would apply to the $400,000 
projects. ‘ 

Senator Cuavez. The only two projects that were always alive in 
New England, I recall, were Adams and North Adams. 


SUGGESTED LANGUAGE PROVISION 


Senator HoLianp. I suggest we put in this, if the $2 million be al- 
lowed, wording to the effect that we strongly recommend that the 
original projects be in those areas where a recent survey of flood dam- 
age has been received and where projects have not been authorized. 
There are a lot of small projects that have given a great deal of hurt 
in the New England area and perhaps some in the Northwest and in 
other areas. I think we are clearly within our rights in telling them 
we expect them to first hit those places that have been neglected in 
the past. That is the way I would feel about it, and I think that is the 
reason we stepped this up. And if any other use is made of it, our 
reasoning will not be followed. Because my recollection is, from sit- 
ting in the other committee likewise, that what we were especially in- 
terested in was getting relief where relief had been withheld hereto- 
fore. A lot of it can be given in projects up to $400,000 now. So I 
would hope that language could be inserted. 

Senator ELLeNpErR. Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand that all of 
the evidence that we heard heretofore under the Army civil functions 
will be included in the hearings on this supplemental, and we hope to 
have the projects that were advocated last week placed into this bill. 

Chairman Haypen. There has been no action taken on civil function 
items ina supplemental bill vet. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Person: ally, I had intended to have a few projec ts 
in the first supplemental bill, but it was decided to aba all of them in 
the second supplemental, for the reason that the House bill would have 
a public y works chapter. 

Chairman Haypen. So you want the testimony that was taken with 
respect to those projects transferred to this record ? 

Senator ELLENDER. Yes. 

(The testimony referred to appears on pp. 10-26.) 

Chairman Haypen. If there is no further discussion with regard to 
the flood-control projects, we will go to another item. 

Senator Busn. I thank the committee for its consideration. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


Orricr or EpucaTiIon 


STATEMENTS OF DR. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION; AND JAMES F. KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


Chairman Haypren. We have an advance copy of a supplemental 
estimate for the “President’s Committee on Education Beyond the 
High School,” Office of Education, for $1,100,000, of which $800,000 is 
for grants to States and $300,000 is for the administrative expenses of 
the President’s Committee. 

‘The Congress considered and denied in the Supplemental Appropri- 
ation Act, 1957, passed by the Senate yesterday, a request for $300,000 
for this Committee, requested under the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, for administrative expenses only. The denial was due to the 
absence of legislative authority for the President’s Committee. 

I believe at the present time there has not been enacted statutory 
authority for the “Grants to States” or for an appropriation authori- 
zation for the expenses of the Committee. There has been introduced 
in the Senate, on last Friday I believe, a bill to authorize appropria- 
tion for the expenses of the Committee and the $800,000 for “Grants to 
States.” 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


I shall place in the record the advance copy of the supplemental 
estimate. 


(The material referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School 
“Salaries, expenses, and grants 


“For expenses necessary for the President’s Committee on Education Beyond 
the High School, including services as authorized by section 15 of the act of 
August 2, 1946 (5 U.S. 8. 55a) and expenses of attendance at meetings, $1,100,000, 
of which $800,000 shall remain available until June 30, 1958, for grants to the 
Statics to encourage and assist each State to provide for a State Committee on 
Education Beyond the High School: Provided, That this paragraph shall be 
effective only upon enactment into law of legislation authorizing such grants to 
the States and appropriations for administrative expenses of said committee.” 

The President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School was appointed 
in March of this year to study problems in this field and report its findings to the 
President. Proposed legislation is now before the Congress to carry the Presi- 
dent’s Committee program forward. It would authorize appropriations for 
grants to the States to assist in the establishment of State Committees on Educa- 
tion Beyond the High School and for the administrative expenses of the 
President’s Committee. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation is recommended contingent on the 
enactment of the pending legislation. It would provide $300,000 during the fiscal 
year 1957 for the administrative expenses of the Committee, including the ex- 
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A 
penses of regional conferences and $800,000 for grants to States to assist in the 
establishment of State committees and to finance State conferences and the travel 
of participants to a national conference. 

The recommendation for a proposed supplemental appropriation of $300,000 to 
the Executive Office of the President to cover administrative expenses of the 
President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School contained in my 
letter of May 14, 1956 (H. Doc. 403) should be canceled. 

Obligations by activities 
1957 appropriation 1957 supplemental request 
Description 

Positions Amount Positions Amount 
L.@Staff services, administration and research 6 $20, 000 31 $300, 000 
2. Grants to States 800, 000 
Total obligations. ___- 6 |} 20, 000 31 | 1, 100, 000 

Allocation from emergency fund for the Presi- | 
dent—National defense - - 6 — 2), 000 
Appropriation ‘ 31 1, 100, 000 
Obligations by objects 

1957 appro- 1957 supple- 

Object classification priation mental 

request 
Total number of permanent positions 6 | 31 
Average number of all employees_-- 6 27 
01 Personal services - . : : $5, 120 | $189, 500 
02 Travel ‘ 7, 000 | 59, 500 
03 Transportation of things 500 
04 Communication services 100 &, 000 
05 Rents and utility services ; 1,000 
06 Printing and reproduction . : aS 2, 000 20, 000 
07 Other contractual services ; . 100 6, 000 
Services performed by other agencies ea 1, 000 
08 Supplies and materials Neshcceaews / 300 &, 000 
09 Equipment ; : ; 5, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 800, 000 
15 Taxes and assessments i ; 80 | 1, 500 
Total obligations. bi indies cites Ried sa 15, 000 | 1, 100, 000 
Reserve for liquidation purposes_-__..-.-.------------- 5, 000 : 
| Total. Use ake sce pute je seaeeta 20, 000 1, 100, 000 

JUSTIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 
GRANTS TO STATES 

IT. R. 12237 and 8. 4211 authorize an appropriation of $800,000 to be available 
until June 30, 1958, for grants to the States on the basis of their respective 
populations in order to encourage and assist each State to provide a State com- 
mittee on education beyond the high school, which committee, through studies 
and conferences would consider educational problems beyond the high school 
and make recommendations for appropriate action to be taken by public and 
private agencies at local, State, regional, and Federal levels, and administrative 
expenses in connection therewith. 

In his message to Congress on January 12 the President called attention to 
the immediate importance of taking appropriate action on problems of educa- 
tion beyond the high school. To insure prompt action the President appointed 
in March 1956 a Committee on Education Beyond the High School to encourage 
planning and appropriate action by private and public agencies, communities, 
States, regions, and the Nation through studies and conferences dealing with 
problems of education beyond the high school, and which would report to the 
President on its findings. 

On April 18, 1956, the President allocated $50,000 for the operation of this 
Committee from the aypropriation “Emergency Fund for the President, National 
| 4 
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Defonse, 1956." The Committee has held two meetings to exchange opinions on 


national problem areas and to consider a program to carry out its responsibilities. 
Its small staff has begun to assemble and analyze data and opinion in national 
problem areas. In its study of demands for education beyond the high school 
the Committee must consider problems which appear to center in seven questions : 


1. What are the aims which shall guide the provision of education beyond 
the high school ? 
» 


2. What must be done to supply the quantity and quality of personnel 
for science, industry, Government, and education? 

3. What must be done to meet other educational needs of persons with 
2 wide range of abilities and interests before, during, and after their work 
careers ? 

t, What must be done to staff the schools and colleges with qualified 
teachers? 

5. How can needed physical facilities be provided for the 6 or 7 million 
students who will require more classrooms, laboratories, libraries, dormi- 
tories, and other facilities of the Nation’s colleges and universities by 1970? 

6. What will be the annual cost of educating the 6 to 7 millions in institu- 
tions of higher education and of better serving the vocational and educational 
interests of an increasing educational population ? 

7. What adjustments may be needed in existing institutions? 

A supplemental budget has been submitted requesting $300,000 to finance Com- 
mittee operation through fiscal 1957. This budget would support (a) the Com- 
mittee, (>) a staff to conduct studies and assist in conference planning, and (¢c) 
Six regional conferences to be attended by the State representatives beginning in 
November 1956 and ending in May 1957. These regional conferences will be of 
substantial value in setting the pattern and purpose of State conferences as well 
as providing work materials. 

State conferences will be followed by reports for the use of the President’s 
Committee and finally a national forum or President’s conference. 

H. R. 12237 and S. 4211 provide $800,000 for grants to encourage and assist 
each State to provide for a State committee on education beyond the high school, 
composed of educators and interested citizens, to consider educational problems 
hevond the high school and to make recommendations for appropriate action to be 
taken by public and private agencies at local, State, regional, and Federal levels. 
The bills also provide that the funds shall be allotted to the States on the basis 
of their respective populations according to the latest figures certified by the De- 
partment of Commerce except that no State’s allotment shall be less than $7,500. 
The attached table indicates the amount which each State would receive under the 
proposed formula, 

State conferences are crucial to the success of the entire program. In the case 
of education through the high school there is relatively little diversity of institu- 
tions and responsible authorities. Hence, the relevant facts are easily obtainable 
and disseminated. Education beyond the high school presents a diversity of 
problems, institutions, constituencies, responsible authorities, and interested 
parties. The task of the States in bringing together appropriate persons to study 
and make recommendations will be more complex. Considerably more staff work 
will be required by appropriate personnel in the States than was the case of the 
White House Conference on Education. Futhermore, the great majority of States 
are much less adequately equipped at the State level to do the planning and take 
the necessary leadership in respect to higher educational problems and other prob- 
lems of education beyond the high school than they were to provide the needed 
leadership in connection with the White House Conference dealing with ele- 
mentary and secondary division. 

In its estimate of $800,000 for grants to the States, the Committee and staff 
assumed that States and other appropriate institutions will bear a fair share of 
the cost of this program. It is also contemplated that the grant funds will be 


used to finance attendance at the national conference which will follow State 
conferences. 
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STATE GRANTS FOR COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION BEYOND THE HIGH ScHoo! 
Apportionment of $800,000 on basis of January 20, 1956, State population 


[$7,500 minimum] 





State Amount State fmount 
ere ee _... $800, 000 | New Hampshire __________ $7, 500 
—  ——— | New Jersey_____________ _ 22,860 
Alabama 2 Se ee eee eee 7, 500 
Dibietetee te. 3 2 SBP AETIDEL Be 7, 500 | New York_-.......______.._. 68, 005 
Arkansas__- Se Zit Le aN, 7, 546 | North Carolina_________ re 
ne ee ee ee 34, 964 | North Dakota______________ 7, 500 
Ce pn et een TT oh Sie ceric ns 37, 815 
Nea TARR ag sete ane | Geanema 9, 144 
Delaware_- Sete ad (i. ee 7, 500 
Florida_______- ._ 14,560 | Pennsylvania___..._._.._._.__. 47, 065 
Georgia__- eens | EO ete | oes ase... eee 7, 500 
ee eee See 7,500 | South Carolina__________- 9, 628 
NN i. a cecceseminiecsiecioenststoseenes ~ SanEEaEE TL aO DEC es erch-gn threciensn 7, 500 
Indiana____--_ pate scabies 18, 262 | Tennessee__________ See ae 14, 412 
NO cs ms NT I ce 36, 115 
Sg hehe erecta ck etc eR NN Sa 7, 500 
NN od ainsi es aaa es es 7, 500 
T ARIIO lSc  ieirneneie sins Secon |) rr 15, 095 
gh ce pcre ideas 7, 500 | RO ns i 10, 839 
NI orccarctpciceieiccrtnnteoee: 4 GE 1 I: III cs ccrirsomstsenierines & 443 
RON a icc st ie A EB OS es 15, 580 
Micnioen.. aes (RIAN NN cae ce to 
Minnesota................... 16,387 | District of Columbia......... 7, 500 
BN 2c es se es eth OR eee 7, 500 
WIGHONNTT go se os ees sag Rs Me he ecg codeine - 7, 500 
Montana eet eee pee eis ee 9, 401 
PIOUNORNG fo 6e oe een ue 7, 500 | Virgin Islands_....._-~-~- 7, 500 
GWE 5 Bis ee ies sas 7,500 


1Source of population data: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 
Current Population Reports, Population Estimates, Series P—25, No. 129, Jan. 20, 1956 
(provisional estimates). Data for outlying parts are as of July 1, 1954; latest available. 


(Source: P-—25, No. 124, Oct. 24, 1955.) 
STAFF SERVICES, ADMINISTRATION AND RESEARCH 


Objectives and work program 


In March 1956, the President appointed a Committee on Education Beyond the 
High School to encourage planning and appropriate action by private and public 
agencies, communities, States, regions, and the Nation through studies and con- 
ferences on problems of education beyond the high school and which would report 
to the President on its findings. 

The President in his message to Congress on January 12 indicated the need 
for such a program and committee by saying: 

“Our vision would be limited if we failed at this time to give special thought 
to education beyond the high school. Certain problems exist now in this field, 
and already we can forsee other needs and problems shaping up in the fu- 
ture * * * Higher education is and must remain the responsibility of the States, 
localities, and private groups and institutions. But to lay before us all the prob- 
lems of education beyond high school, and to encourage active and systematic 
attack on them, I shall appoint a distinguished group of educators and citizens 
to develop this year, through studies and conferences, proposals in this educa- 
tion field. Through the leadership and counsel of this group, beneficial results 
can be expected to flow to education and to the Nation in the years ahead.” 

In its consideration of demands for education beyond the high school, the Com- 
mittee must consider problems which appear to center in seven questions: 

1. What are the aims which shall guide the provision of education beyond 
the high school? 

2. What must be done to supply the quantity and quality of personnel for 
science, industry, Government, and education? 

3. What must be done to meet other educational needs of persons with a 
wide range of abilities and interests before, during, and after their work 
career? 
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4. What must be done to staff the schools and colleges with qualified 
teachers? 

5. How can peeded physical facilities be provided for the 6 to 7 million 
students who will require more classrooms, laboratories, libraries, dormi- 
tories, and other facilities of the Nation’s colleges and universities by 1970? 

6. What will be the annual cost of educating the 6 to 7 million in institu- 
tions of higher education and of better serving the vocational and educa- 
tional interests of an increasing educational population ? 

7. What adjustments may be needed in existing institutions? 

On April 18, 1956, pursuant to the authority contained in the Independent Of- 
fices Appropriation Act, 1956, the President allocated $50,000 for the operation 
of this Committee from the appropriation “Emergency fund for the President, na- 
tional defense, 1956.” In his letter of authorization for the use of this money 
the President said that these funds shall be available for necessary expenses of 
the Committee on Education Beyond the High School to meet the urgent need for 
beginning this work in view of the vital importance of strengthening our educa- 
tional system to meet greatly expanding enrollments in our colleges and uni- 
versities and to insure that qualified young people continue their education after 
high school graduation. 


Fiscal 1956 

With the money appropriated from the President’s Emergency fund the Com- 
mittee and its staff have begun to assemble and analyze all available data and 
opinion in national problem areas as a basis for development of a program for 
carrying out its job. Before June 30, 1956, two meetings of the Committee will 


have been held to exchange opinions on national problem areas and to approve 
the proposed program. 
Fiscal 1957 

Since the Committee to date has met but once, it is only possible at this time 
to describe the contemplated program in rather broad outline. The basic policies 
adopted for its general operations are, however, quite clear : 

1. It will consider not just institutional higher education, but the whole realm 
of education beyond the high school. This comprehends age groups 18 to 25, 
26 to 65, and over 65 and responsibilities ranging from the eradication of illiteracy 
to the training of professionals. 

2. It will be primarily an action committee in that all its research will be 
aimed, not at seeking to pronounce solutions, but at providing the pertinent data 
to stimulate informed public debate among those with the primary respon- 
sibilities for action. 

8. In order to assure discharge of its responsibility to advise the President, 
however, it feels that nationwide discussion must be not only informed but 
organized. It, therefore, plans tentatively to conduct a series of six regional con- 
ferences between November 1956, and May 1957. Some of the States have already 
begun regional planning and action in this general field and regional conferences 
would not only encourage such promising starts, but would serve as introductions 
to and models for individual States conferences to be conducted by the governors. 
Although a program of 2 years’ duration should not be straitjacketed by a de- 
tailed blueprint from which it cannot depart in response to expression of the na- 
tional interest it is the Committee’s mission to awake, it is assumed that a na- 
tional conference may have to be held before the final report can be conscienti- 
ously prepared. 

To carry out the three basic policies the Committee has determined are im 
plicit in its Presidential charge, four general tasks must be performed : 

(1) Promulgate these facts that will help the American people to undet 
stand these problems; 

(2) Develop additional facts required for solution of some problems ; 

(3) Stimulate consideration and action by the administrators of in- 
dividual institutions and governmental officials, local, State, and Federal; 

(4) Consider what responsibilities should be borne by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and advise the President as to appropriate Federal policies and 
relationships. 

These four tasks can, for purposes of describing the Committee’s requirements 
for funds, be best considered in two stages: research and organization. 

1. The research required will not only be extensively broad in coverage because 
of the very wide range of public and private institutional and community prob- 
lems affecting all forms of education beyond the high school, but also will have 
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to be intensive in many areas where virtually no adequate data have been de- 
veloped to date, e. g., facilities and financing. 

2. The organization of the informed public discussion will require not only 
research, but publication of a workbook, staff studies, and other materials for 
use of State governors and other key governmental, professional, and lay leaders. 
In addition, constant and vital liaison must be carried on not only in helping 
organize regional, State, and local conferences, but in assuring that they are on 
an informed and fruitful basis. 


Explanation of Requirements 


The staff budgeted consists of a Director at $14,000, who will work with the 
Committee in developing plans and the administrative organization needed to 
(1) assist in the local, State, and regional conferences; (2) assemble and analyze 
all available data and opinion on the seven major problem areas; and (3) con- 
duct such studies as may be required in the total program. 

Seven educational specialists and 4 research assistants are budgeted for work 
in the seven problem areas and to conduct studies as required. 

One information specialist and an editor are budgeted to handle the dissemina- 
tion of information developments and findings in the program and the considerable 
number of publications and reports expected. 

Four field representatives are included in the estimate to assist the States in 
planning and holding local, State, and regional conferences. 

Thirteen positions are budgeted to provide stenographic, typing, and clerical 
and other office services. 

A lapse of 25 percent has been taken on 26 new positions. 

Travel is estimated as follows: 6 regional conferences to be held beginning 
in November 1956 through May. Each conference will require 2 days and ap- 
proximately 80 persons will attend: 6 conferences of 80 conferees at $25 a day 
for 2 days, $24,000. 

Travel of departmental and field staff is estimated as follows: 


9 departmental staff members traveling 60 days each, at $25 per day____ $13, 500 
Consultant travel, total of 120 days, at $25 per day____________________ 3, 000 
4 field representatives traveling 100 days each at $25 per day__________ 10, 000 
4 meetings of committee at $2,250 per meeting________________________ 9, 000 


Estimates for other expenses of the Committee are based on experience of the 
White House Conference on Education and known requirements of the new pro- 
gram such as regional meetings. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Senator Hill, you know more about this than 
I do. 

Senator Hinz. Dr. Brownell, here is the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion. 

Mr. Brownetu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

The bill S. 4211 introduced in the Senate on July 13, 1956, authorizes 
$800,000 to be allotted to the States to encourage and assist them in 
providing for State committees on education beyond the high school, 
composed of educators and other interested citizens. These commit- 
tees are to make recommendations for appropriate action to be taken 
by public and private agencies at local, State, and regional and Fed- 
eral levels. 

FINANCING FROM EMERGENCY FUND 


In March 1956, the President appointed a Committee on Educa- 
tion Beyond the High School which has been financed through an 
allotment from the President’s emergency fund to make plans for this 
program. And S. 4211 authorizes appropriations to the Office of 
Education for administration and expenses of the President’s Com- 
mittee, in addition to the allotments for the States. 
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On April 27, the Committee held its first meeting, organized and 
agreed on basic objectives as follows—— 

Senator SatronstaLt. May I interrupt there, Mr. Brownell? I 
apologize for doing so, but it seems to me this is a fundamental ques- 
tion. I am looking over here at your estimate. Now, you estimate 
$300,000 for the cost of this Committee. 

Dr. BrowNeLu. Yes, sir. 

Senator SaLtronsrauyi. $800,000 for grants to States to encourage 
and assist each State to provide for a State committee, et cetera. 
Now, that is legislation, and that legislation was only offered on July 
13. My question is: How can this committee appropriate funds for 
that purpose, — the bill will not be law certainly before we recess 
this Congress? I do not see how we would be justified in appropriat- 
ing funds for grants to States. 


REQUEST ON CONTINGENT BASIS 


Dr. Brownett. We were asking for this, Senator Saltonstall, on a 
contingent basis, so that on the presumption that the legislation will 
pass there will be the funds to carry out the program. 

Senator SaLronsraLn. Senator Hill would know more about it 
than I would. 

Senator Exrenper. Did you not ask for this last week on the first 
supplemental ? 

Senator Hitz. That was the $300,000. 

Dr. Browneti. The $300,000 was asked by the White House, and 
the Senate decided there was not the authorization for that, and there- 
fore the legislative authority for the appropriation has been requested, 
and this is a request for the funds to carry out the program on the 
contingent enactment of pending legislation. 

Senator Hotianp. Since the Senate did not recognize $300,000, you 
thought they might recognize $1,100,000 ? 

Dr. Browne.u. No,sir. The reason for not authorizing the $300,000 
was because they had decided that the authority was not there for the 
appropriation of the $300,000 to the White House to carry out the 
committee program; not that the idea was not appropriate. 

Senator Hotianp. It is equally true that there is no authority there 
for the appropriating of the $800,000. 

Dr. Brownetx. And the $800,000—a bill had been introduced prior 
to that for the legislation, and this is what you might call an amended 
bill to include the $300,000. Am I correct on that, Senator Hill ? 

Senator Hiti. That is my understanding of it, Doctor. 

I might say this, Doctor: As I understand the situation, there has 
been a subcommittee of the House Committee on Education and Labor 
that has been considering this legislation. Is that correct, sir? 

Dr. Brownetu. That is right. 

Senator Hiri. You testified over there when? In the last day or 
two, did you not? 

Dr. Brownetu. Well, it was about 2 weeks ago, and then we finished 
up this last week. 

Senator Hixu. Then you finished your hearings this last week. 
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LEGISLATIVE SITUATION 


Dr. Browneti. And had a favorable report on the bill by the House 
subcommittee. 

Senator Hi. As I understand it, the House subcommittee has re- 
ported the bill favorably to the full committee. Is that correct ? 

Dr. Brownety. That is correct. 

Senator Hitt, And it is now pending before the full committee with 
a favorable report from the subcommittee. 

Dr. Brownetu. That isright. And they meet tomorrow. 

Senator Hitt. And the full committee meets tomorrow. 

Now, this matter is scheduled for hearing and appearance by you, 
Doctor, if it is agreeable to vou. before a subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare either Thursday or Friday 
of this week, either day after tomorrow or Friday, depending on which 
day they can get the members present. But that is the legislative 
situation as of now. Isthat right ? 

Dr. BrownE.L. Yes, sir: that is correct. 


PLANNING FOR COLLEGE LEVEL STUDENTS 


Senator Hotianp. Is it the idea of the Commissioner or of the Presi- 
dent’s Committee that the States are not doing sufficient planning for 
the college-level students of their States ? 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes. That is correct. A study of the situation in 
the various States indicates that only about 25 percent of the States 
have organized programs for planning for this very large increase 
in the post- -high-school education in the States. And I “think you 
recognize the fact that due to the way in which we have education 
organized in this country, the problem of planning for education 
beyond the high school in the States is much more difficult than ele- 
mentary and secondary schools. The reason for that is this: A large 
part of our education beyond the high school is handled by what you 
might call private or independent colleges that are not a part of any 
State department of education. Furthermore, our colleges and uni- 
versities, in most of our States, have separate boards rather than an 
overall board of higher education. There are a few States that have 
an overall board of higher education. In addition to that, a very 
considerable portion of this problem of education beyond the high 
school is the problem that we face in connection with our technological] 
institutes, which will probably be primarily in our municipalities, 
that is, in our cities, which will become a problem of the city boards 
of education in cooperation with the States. 

Now, this committee which was appointed in March or April, which 
is a representative committee of laymen and educators, has recog- 
nized that if we are going to get the kind of planning that needs to be 
done in each of our States and to enlist the full support of persons to 
keep our independent colleges and universities going, the need for 
collecting facts and disseminating them so that we get individuals 
and corporations fully aware of the problem and their need to in- 
crease their support, as well as getting the information which would 
be needed by municipalities and our State legislatures, is something 
that calls for leadership beyond what the States are in a position to 
provide. That is the reason that they proposed this kind of a stimu- 
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lating program so that we meet our national needs without any form 
of Federal control. 







PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Any further question, Senator Hill? You have 
a statement that we will put in the record in its entirety. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 











STATEMENT BY Dr. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, DEPART- 
MENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 










SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE COVERING THE COM MITTEE ON EDUCATION 
BEYOND THE HIGH SCHOOL 





Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, S. 4211 introduced in the Senate 
on July 13, 1956, authorizes $800,000 to be allotted to the States to encourage 
and assist them in providing for State committees on education beyond the 
high school, composed of educators and other interested citizens. These com- 
mittees are to make recommendations for appropriate action to be taken by 
publie and private agencies at local, State, regional, and Federal levels. 

In March 1956, the President appointed a Committee on Education Beyond the 
High School which has been financed through an allotment from the President’s 
emergency fund. S. 4211 authorizes appropriations to the Office of Education 
for administration and expenses of the President’s Committee. 

Qn April 27, the committee held its first meeting, organized and agreed on 
basic objectives as follows: First, to collect, assemble, and disseminate informa- 
tion for the purpose of increasing public awareness of the problems which lie 
ahead in the field of education beyond the high school; second, to encourage 
planning and action which must be undertaken by institutions and groups of 
institutions, locally and nationally, publicly and privately, to meet the impend- 
ing demands; and third, to advise the President as to the proper role of the 
Federal Government in this field. 

In its consideration of these objectives at this and a later meeting, the com- 
mittee has discussed a wide range of problems on which it realizes that facts 
need to be assembled and studied and on which planning and action need to be 
forthcoming. For example, the following questions have presented themselves: 

1. What are the aims which shall guide the provision of education beyond 
the high school? 

2. What must be done to supply the quantity and quality of personnel for 
science, industry, government, and education? 

3. What must be done to meet other educational needs of persons with a 
wide range of abilities and interests before, during, and after their work 
careers? 

4. What must be done to staff the schools and colleges with qualified teachers? 

5. How can needed physical facilities be provided for the 5 to 7 million 
students who will require more classrooms, laboratories, libraries, dormitcries, 
and other facilities of the Nation’s colleges and universities by 1970? 

6. What will be the annual cost of educating, or of failing to educate, those 
who will be seeking education for better serving the vocational and other interests 
of an increasing population? 

7. What adjustments may be needed in existing institutions? 

8. What, if any, changes in the role of the Federal Government in this field 
should be effected ? 

9. What implications are there for higher education in the international and 
defense activities of the United States? 

The Committee in its second meeting reached general agreement upon the 
most effective method of approach to its work. In general, it would proceed as 
follows: 

1. The President’s Committee, assisted by a small staff and consultants, would 
undertake the collection, compilation, and organization of statistics and other in- 
formation of national scope so badly needed to shed light upon the true dimen- 
sions and proportions of the above-mentioned problem areas. 

2. State committees, representative of both educators and lay leaders would be 
organized by the States to serve as local counterparts to the President’s Com- 
mittee, for the purpose of studying the State picture and stimulating interest and 
action at the institutional, local, and State levels. 
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3. A series of six regional conferences would be sponsored by the President's 
Committee, during the fall and winter of 1956-57, in order to help give visibility 
to the problems at hand, and to assist the States in framing the basic issues for 
consideration at the local and State levels. 

t+, States would then develop their own studies, and conferences would be held 
to crystallize and clarify public views on such questions as suggested above, and 
to encourage institutional, local and State activity to accomplish agreed-upon 
objectives. It is believed that such State and regional studies and conferences are 
of : pare value, in that each State and region has certain unique conditions 

id problems. For instance, while the problems of increased numbers of young 
pe ala is a national problem in the sense that it has great implications for the 
whole country, it nevertheless varies in importance as a State problem. The 
Pacific Coast States, Florida, and Delaware may look to increases of more than 
100 percent in their aged 18-24 population, but Oklahoma is expected to witness 
«a decrease of 10 percent. Also, such matters as the problem of urban education 
\ary greatly in their importance to the States. While over half of the United 
States population lives in metropolitan areas, many Western and Southern States 
do not have any significant problem in this regard. Such local conditions must of 
necessity be taken into account in educational planning at the State and regional 
levels. 

>. During this process the President’s Committee would have had a good oppor- 
tunity to decide whether or not a meeting, national in scope, though probably 
more limited in size than the White House Conference on Education, should be 
called by the President’s Committee. If such a conference were held its purpose 
would be to have representative Americans, well grounded by their State and 
regional studies, gather to discuss these problems from a national perspective to 
advise the President’s Committee on pertinent matters. 

6. The President’s Committee would submit a report to the President on or 
about June 30, 1958. 

The budget now before you will provide for a small staff in fiscal 1957 to (a) 
assist the local, State and regional staffs through providing material for their 
conferences; (6) assemble and analyze all available data and opinion on the 7 
major problem areas; and (¢) conduct such studies as may be required to fill in 
gaps in information in the total program. Funds are included for necessary 
expenses of the regional conferences which will begin in November 1956 and con- 
clude in May 1957. 

Eight hundred thousand dollars is also budgeted for allotments to States on 
the basis of population, except that’ no State’s allotment will be less than $7,500. 


SENATE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 


Senator Hint. Mr. Chairman, I had stated that the House subcom- 
mittee of the Education and Labor Committee had reported the bill: 
that there would be a hearing by a subcommittee of the Senate com- 
mittee on either Thursday or Friday, day after tomorrow or next 
day, at which time I am quite sure that that legislative subcommittee 
will go into this matter fully. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions ‘ 

Senator E,uenper. Mr. Chairman, I do not quite understand the 
difference between the $300,000 request made some time ago and the 
1 million-plus that is now being asked. 

Dr. Brownetu. The $300,000 is for the expenses of the committee 
to carry on its program this year. This would include regional con- 
ferences to bring together the leaders in the States to see what sort 
of a program should be developed. That they would handle on their 
own. It is also to carry on the collection of the materials and provide 


them widely so that they could be utilized to let people know what 
the facts are. 


GRANTS TO STATES 


Now the $800,000 would be grants to the States on the basis of popu- 
lation, so that the States could bring together a State committee that 
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would operate to consider the problem in each State, very much the 
same as they did in the White House Conference situation. 

Senator Ettenver. It all pertains to the same program. 

Dr. Browneti. Yes. But one is the expenses of the President’s 
Committee and the other has to do with making available funds so 
that the States could move ahead, because they do not have the funds 
to carry out their program at the present time. 

Senator ELtenper. How do you know that / 

Dr. Browne ty. Because, again, the committee has studied the situ- 
ation, and we know from the Office of Education 

Senator Ettenper. The States do not have the funds ? 

Dr. Brownett. They do not have the organizations within the States 
whereby they have funds that would be available without legislative 
authorization and setting up a new appropriation. 
and secondary schools we have a 





In our elementary 
State department of education in 
each State, but we do not have a similar State department of education 
that deals with higher education in our States. It is just one of our 
facts that exist in reference to education in this country. 

Senator Evtenper. Thank you. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Hill, any further questions ? 

Senator Hm. No. As I say. the legislative committee will meet 
on this either Thursday or Friday, and we will go into this matter 
very fully. 

Dr. Browne. I just want to say, because this is probably the last 
time I will have an opportunity to appear before this committee as 
Commissioner of Education, that I appreciate very much the coopera- 
tion and the friendly way in which this committee has always treated 
the Commissioner when he has been here. And I want to say in refer- 
ence to this particular problem, here, that it is my own candid judg- 
ment that we face, as a nation, a very important need for planning in 
this field of higher education: that unless there is leadership on the 
purt of the Federal Government, the consequences will be very serious. 
I just wanted to make that comment. 

Thank you very much, indeed. 


Senator Hin. You are speaking now, in that connection, Doctor, 


in connection with the training of scientists, engineers, physicists, 
chemists, and technicians. 


TRAINING OF OLDER CITIZENS 


Dr. Brownett. And our older citizens who have to be retrained in 
increasing numbers because of the changes in occupations that are 
taking place in this country. And we have not begun to deal with 
that problem, and very few of our States have recognized the signifi- 
cance of that to our total national well-being. 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


Senator Hix. Mr. Kelly, the Congress. 2s you know, has passed the 
Water Pollution Control Act. Could you tell us whether or not you 
are going to get a budget estimate or some funds for the operation 
of that act? 

Mr. Ketty. Yes, sir. The Public Health Service has developed and 
the Department has submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and they 


wash lh ate as NS CM NL LESAN H alla 0. S00 PN ES ne 


ons tala Sr ign ie lt SA IRIE 


it Cia ets mate 


a awe Sd 


Fb tacit 





es 


a2 arene 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 307 


now have under active consideration, such an estimate to come up 
before this Congress completes its action. And I think that the esti- 
mate will be here tomorrow. At least, all of their efforts are being bent 
in that direction. 
Senator Hitt. To get us an estimate for that act, to start now and 
not have to wait until next vear to start the operations of th: it act 4 
Mr. Ketiy. That is right, sir. 


Senator Exxenper. Is that for another study ? 
Senator Hitt. No, that is sewage-treatment facilities and things 
of that kind, out over the country generally. The new stream-pollu- 


tion bill. We call it water pollution. It is basically stream pollution. 
Thatisall. Thank vou, sir. 


Pustic HeEAttu SERVICE 
FOREIGN QUARANTINE SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF DR. CALVIN B. SPENCER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF 
FOREIGN QUARANTINE, ACCOMPANIED BY ROY L. HARLOW, 


CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER; AND JAMES F. KELLY, DEPARTMENT 
BUDGET OFFICER 


OVERTIME INSPECTION OF VESSELS 


Chairman Haypen. We have an advance copy of a supplemental 
estimate for $150,000 for the Foreign Quarantine Service, Public 
Health Service, to provide for inspections of vessels regardless of time 
of arrival. 


IT shall insert in the record this advance copy of the estimate. 
(The estimate referred to follows :) 


“For an additional amount for ‘Foreign quarantine service,” $150,000.” 

Quarantine inspections of ships arriving at United States ports have hereto- 
fore been made only during daylight hours at most ports, except for emergencies. 
The purpose of this proposed supplemental appropriation is to provide for inspec- 
tions, when requested, regardless of time of arrival. The loss to shippers result- 
ing from foreed layovers while awaiting quarantine inspections is severe and 
greatly exceeds the cost to the Government of providing this service. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FISCAL YEAR mT 


Yrtension of maritime inspectional service on an overtime basis, $150,000 

The shipping companies have repeatedly requested that quarantine inspections 
be provided at all of the maritime stations on an overtime basis, beyond the regu- 
larly established 12-hour workday. It is estimated by the maritime agencies that 
shipping interests are losing from 10 to 12 millions of dollars per year because 
of the idle hours lost by ships awaiting daylight inspections. In some instances 
the loss on a single vessel will approximate $5,000 for 1 night’s delay. The funds 
now available do not permit us to extend night inspectional services beyond the 
12-hour day for shipping companies. 

Approval of this supplemental appropriation would relieve the present in- 
equality between the services provided to the airlines and the shipping companies. 

it is believed that night inspections will not equal the number of daytime in- 
spections if this service is authorized and that it would, therefore, be more eco- 
nomical and would effect a better utilization of personnel to do the night board- 
ings with the present staff on an overtime basis, rather than to attempt to staff 
the stations for complete coverage without overtime. 

The estimate is based on a study of the number of ships docking at night at 
the maritime stations and is formulated on the assumption that the program will 
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get underway about September 15, 1956. It is based on the current rates of 
overtime. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. Who is going to speak in behalf of that? 

Dr. Spencer. I am Dr. Calvin B. Spencer, Chief, Division of For- 
eign Quarantine of the Public Health Service. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Division of For- 
eign Quarantine has submitted for your consideration a request for 
supplemental funds in the amount of $150,000 in the fiscal year 1957. 
This sum is needed to pay for extended maritime inspectional services 
beyond the present 12-hour day. 

The shipping companies have repeatedly requested that quarantine 
inspections be prov ide d at all of the maritime stations on an overtime 
basis, beyond the regularly established 12-hour workday. It is esti- 
mated by the maritime agencies that shipping interests are losing from 
10 to 12 millions of dollars per year because of the idle hours lost by 
ships awaiting daylight inspections. In some instances the loss on a 
single vessel will approximate $5,000 for 1 night’s delay. The funds 
now available do not permit us to extend mar ‘itime night inspectional 
services beyond our work period. 

Approval of this supplemental appropriation would relieve the 
present inequality between the services provided to the airlines and 
to the shipping companies. 

It is believed that night inspections will not equal the number of 
daytime inspections if this service is authorized and that it would, 
therefore, be more economical and would effect a better utilization 
of personnel to do the night boardings with the present staff on an over- 
time basis, rather than to attempt to staff the stations for complete 
coverage without overtime. 

The estimate is based on a study of the number of ships docking at 
night at the maritime stations and is formulated on the basis of cur rent 

rates of overtime. If approval is given by congressional action of 
this request, it is presumed that this service will become available as 
soon as practicable. 

Senator Hitx. Doctor, you have never had this nighttime inspection 
before ? 

Dr. Spencer. No, sir; not on this basis. 

Senator Himi. When you say “not on this basis,” what basis did we 
have it on ? 

CLEARANCE OF ATRCRAFT 


Dr. Spencer. Well, there are two places where we might indicate 
there has been night service available. One in respect to the clearance 
of aircraft; in order to provide safety in the operation of aircraft, we 
have provided night service to the arrivals at the international air- 
ports. This is on a regular schedule and not on an overtime basis, as ¢ 
rule. 

Senator Hin. You mean the aircraft quarantine inspection ? 

Dr. Spencer. Yes; that ison a regular basis. 


“INSPECTION OF VESSELS IN EMERGENCIES 


The other place that we extend overtime service is in respect to 
emergencies, that is, in connection with a disabled vessel, where it is 
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impossible to handle it properly or within safety limits, or where 
there is actual illness on board the vessel which must be taken care of. 
Senator HotLanp. Where there is what / 
Dr. Spencer. I]Iness. 
Senator Hitt. You mean some contagious or communicable disease ? 
Dr. SpENcER. Yes, sir: those are the emergencies. 


COMPARISON OF MARITIME AND AIRCRAFT INSPECTION 


Chairman Haypen. How does the maritime inspection compare 
with the inspection of aircraft in total cost / 

Dr. Spencer. That is the overall cost you are asking for? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes. 

Dr. Spencer. I do not have the exact comparison between them. 
I can furnish it for your record, I believe. 

Chairman Haypen. Would it be greater, or less ? 

Dr. Spencer. The cost I believe would be greater on the maritime 
side, sir. 

Senator Horianp. Much greater per person, is it not, of those 
arriving ? 

Dr. Spencer. There again, that is a rather weighted statistical 
answer. I amafraid we would have to give that to you for recording. 

Senator Hitn. Doctor, let me ask you this question. We have had 
this quarantine inspection in the course of many, many years. Has 
there been any change in the situation, anything in particular that 
causes the Department to feel that they should now go to the night 
inspection ? 

Dr. Spencer. The change is something like this. And I think we 
can bear it out in connection with the increase in movement of ships. 


INCREASED DEMAND BY SHIPPING INTERESTS 


There is an increased tempo and an increased demand upon us 
expressed by the various shipping interests in order to meet schedules 
and to meet the competition in commerce which is their life’s blood. 
They say the delays they are now meeting are causing them consider- 
able loss, and therefore this is building up to a pressure situation. 

Senator Hiri. Would this competition come from any other means 
of travel than the shipping itself? 

Dr. Spencer. In respect to the passenger-carrying vessels, it is. It 
is in competition with aircraft. The maritime commerce of the United 
States, that is, United States flag-vessels, has competition with foreign 
vessels and schedules. 

Senator Hitt. The foreign vessels would have to have the quaran- 
tine inspections the same as ours, would they not 

Dr. Spencer. That is quite true. But the matter of quick turn- 
around and the numbers of ships that are operated by the United 
States and the increasing numbers of foreign flag vessels do add up 
to this. 

OVERTIME BASIS 


Senator Hitt. Now, what you propose is to put your regular staff 
on an overtime basis, not increase your staff any, but put them on an 
overtime basis. Do you think that would be more economical than to 
have a regular staff for this nighttime service in most instances? 
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Dr. Spencer. I think so, sir. We would envisage a considerable 
increase in staff if we had to put a regular coverage on for so many 
hours during the night, whereas by this means we can use the presently 
available pe ‘rsonnel. 

Senator Hiti. In other words, those you would put on for night you 
would have to put on for a 40-hour week, would you not é 

Dr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Whether they were busy that 40 hours or not. 

Dr. Spencer. That is true. 

Senator Hitt. So what you are suggesting is to take your regular 
statf——I suppose they are on a 40-hour basis. 

Dr. Spencer. The *v are still on a 40-hour basis, yes. 

Senator Hitt. And if the ship has to be inspected at night, you 
would take one of the members of the regular staff. which might mean 
during the 5 days he might not work over 4 or 5 hours, « 
like that. Would that be right ? 

Dr. Spencer. This envisages the use of these men beyond the 40- 
hour period and paying them for their service on an overtime basis. 

Senator Hiri. Do they get one-and-a-half for overtime ? 

Mr. Kerry. Approximately, yes. 


or something 


DOUBLE TIME ON SUNDAYS AND HOLIDAYS 


Senator Cravez. What about Sundays? 

Dr. Spencer. That is double time. 

Senator Hitt. They get double time on Sundays and holidays, do 
they not? 

Dr. Spencer. That is right. It is established in the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act. 

Senator Hitn. Well, the thought in my mind is, frankly, that you 
have had this quarantine service so long, and we have never had this 
presented before. Is there anything conclusive that at this time dic- 
tatesthis? That is what Lam thinking about. 


DELETION OF ITEM FROM REGULAR BUDGET 


Mr. Hartow. Senator, may I make a comment there? As a matter 
of fact, we had included an item for this very same purpose in our 
regular budget submission in last September, when we were present- 
ing to the Bureau of the Budget our estimated needs for the fiscal 
year 1957. 

It was deleted at that time, because the administration was con- 
sidering sending up a bill which would have the effect of unifying the 
premium pay which is drawn by various inspection services. 

That turned out to be a much larger problem than was anticipated 
at the time, with the result that the administration bill was not sent 
up until the latter part of June 1956, And as far as I am aware, there 
have been no hearings on it. 


HIGHER COSTS FOR DELAYING AMERICAN SHIPS 
In the meantime, the problem with the shipping people continues, 


” parently, to increase. As you know, it costs a good deal more to hold 
American ship idle than it does a foreign ship, for example. 
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Senator Hitt. Now, would you jus t for the sake of the record am- 
plify that just a little bit, as to why it costs so much more for a United 
States-flag ship to remain idle than for a foreign ship 

Senator ELLeENDER. Labor costs. That is all it is. 

Senator Hitr. Is that what you are talking about / 

Mr. Hartow. That is the principal thing I had in mind. We pay 
etter Wages than the foreign ships do. 

Senator Hitt. I wanted to get that in the record, you see. 

Mr. Hartow. Which is to our credit, you see. 

So the decision was reached just recently not to defer this matter 
any longer, and to proceed under the law that we did have for the 
payment of overtime. That accounts for the lateness of this estimate 
cetting up to you: although the problem had been with us for some 
time. 

Senator Hiri. Forsome time. By that you mean some several yea 
do you not ? 

Mr. Hartow. Yes. 

Senator Hottanp. You say it was in the request of the budget in 
September. Did the budget reflect it in their report which came to 
us in January ? 


Mr. Harrow. No. 


— 


BUDGET BUREAU ACTION 


Senator Hotxtanp. In other words. the budget turned you down ? 

Mr. Harrow. Well, yes, Senator. to give a direct answer to that. 
sut as I say, they did contemplate sending out legislation on this sub- 
ject of premium pay for inspection services for such people as the 
Agricultural Department on meat inspection and plant and animal 
quarantine, for the Federal Communication Commission on ships’ ra- 
dios. for the Immigration an] Naturalization Service and their op- 
erations, for the Coast Guard on the ships safety inspections. Dif- 
ferent rates of pay now apply to some of those services, and an attempt 
was to be made to get an equalization. But as I say, it turned out to 
be a bigger job than they thought it was, and sndoubeedly the legisla- 
tion is going to be controversial anyhow, because it has the effect of 
reducing the premium pay of some of the organizations. So the deci- 
sion then was arrived at to let us get into this, if you people would 
agree. on an overtime basis. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR BUTLER 


Mr. Keiry. Mr. Chairman, the importance of 24-hour service was 
brought out in an extension of remarks of Senator Butler of Mary- 
land, which appears in the record on June 20, 1956, in which he in- 
serted an article titled “Shipping’s 12-Hour Red L ight: The Yellow 
Flag.” relating to the amount of quarantine inspection at night, which 
might be of interest to the committee in considering this. 

Senator Hirt. Mr. Chairman, if it is agreeable, I think we might 
put that article in our record at this oom 

Senator Hotianp. It has already been printed in the Congressional 
Record. Mr. Chairman. It could be placed in by reference to the page 
in the Congressional Record. I should think. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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SHIPPING’S 12-Hour Rep Light: THE YELLOW FLAG 


Extension of remarks of Hon. John Marshall Butler, of Maryland, in the Senate 
of the United States, Wednesday, June 20, 1956 


Mr. Burter. Mr. President, I have just received an excellent article entitled, 
“Shipping’s 12-Hour Red. Light: The Yellow Flag,” by Mr. Stacey Bender, Jr., 
vice chairman of the committee on foreign commerce, American Association of 
Port Authorities. Mr. Bender, whom I have known for many years, and for 
whom I have the highest admiration, is universally recognized as an expert in this 
field. 

Accordingly, although the article will appear as a guest editorial in the offi- 
cial organ of the American Association of Port Authorities, World Ports, I think 
it would be appropriate that it also appear in the Record; and I, therefore, re- 
quest unar.imous consent that it be printed in the Appendix of the Record. 

(There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows :) 


“SiHipprne’s 12-Hour Rep Liegnt: THe YELLOW FLAG—PART-TIME QUARANTINE 
INSPECTION Costs SHIPS AND SHIPPERS MILLIONS 


“(By Stacey Bender, Jr.) 


“Six p. m.—an ordinary time of day on the clocks of the Nation, with no 
special significance to the great majority of our population. Six p. m.—a time 
for the start of the children’s favorite television show; a time for the busy house- 
wife to prepare for the family’s evening meal; a time for United States Public 
Health Service quarantine inspectors to close their offices and wend their way 
homeward; a time for foreign-laden vessels entering United States ports to hoist 
the yellow banner, requesting quarantine inspection; a time for the Nation’s 
legislators to ponder over the fact that on all three seacoasts of our Nation such 
a request will go unanswered for at least 12 hours. 

“For, just as surely as the hands of a seaport’s clocks become vertical, anchor 
chains of ships rattle in quarantine anchorages, harbor pilots disembark, and 
our Nation turns on a red stoplight, a red light of 12 hours’ duration, on men 
and goods aboard vessels newly arrived from the ports of the world. Commerce 
is stopped cold—as cold as this frigid welcome to our deep water commercial 
eenters. Almost as though the United States didn’t want, or vitally need, the 
raw materials and finished products stowed deep in the spacious holds of vessels 
uving the varicolored ensigns of friendly nations the world over as well as our 
own Stars and Stripes. 

“This present freezing of ships, men, and goods arriving in our ports after day- 
light hours is of less than 10 vears’ duration. In the sailing days of ‘wooden 
ships and iron men’ proper quarantine inspection was not deemed feasible after 
sundown because of the inadequacy of artificial light. Even with the advent of 
steam and the complex electrical systems aboard liners and freighters following 
the First World War, full-time inspection service did not become a reality until 
the passage of Public Law 796 by the 71st Congress back in 1931. Quarantine 
Inspection Service was then maintained by the Treasury Department, and the 
new legislation authorized the Secretary to receive payments for overtime wages 
of departmental employees so engaged from steamship owners, operators, or 
agents. 

“However, with the transfer of the Quarantine Service to the newly formed 
Federal Security Agency, authorized by Public Law 410 in 1947, the provisions 
of the 1931 enactment did not permit a Federal security officer to receive such 
payments, and the service deteriorated to the present 12-hour period daily, 6 a. m. 
to 6 p.m. 

In the ensuing vears virtually all segments of the maritime industry, includ- 
ing chambers and associations of commerce, longshore and other labor unions, 
and regional, coastal, and national ports groups, have repeatedly advocated re- 
passage of the enabling provisions of the 1931 legislation. Assuredly, there is no 
thought in the minds of the measure’s proponents to saddle the cost of the pro- 
posal on the taxpavers of the Nation. Optional costs incurred by merchant 
shipping. particularly during their comparatively brief stays in port, are pres- 
entiv higher than at any peaceful time in the history of the world’s commerce. 
It must be remembered that ships are primarily cargo carriers, and as their 
ability to deliver the goods is impaired, or delayed, needlessly, freight rates in- 
crease in direct ratio to increased port turnaround costs. 


+ Aaa 








SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 313 


e 


“It is understood that there are cert: 1in exceptions to the clearly defined regu- 
ations, granted locally in some of the Nation’s smaller ports. These harbors, the 
commerce of which has been unable to economically justify Federal maintenance 
of a quarantine anchorage, berth vessels on arrival, rather than block a main 
channel entrance. Too, where tidal variances preclude harbor entrances during 
daylight hourse, berth inspection is granted on arrival. Size of quarantine 
anchorages play an important part in these exceptions. In the case of a limited 
quarantine anchorage, ships arriving after 6 p. m. drop the hook there, but after 
the anchorage is fully occupied, the lucky late arrivals proceed immediately to 
assigned berths for inspection, leaving the less fortunate early arrivals straining 
at their anchor chains, dismally flying their yellow flags of delay, until sunup. 
“In the summer of 1954 corrective legislation was overwhelmingly approved by 
the 88d Congress in the form of H. R. 6253. The bill provided that overtime pay- 
ments by the steamship operator be made at a time-and-a-half rate for after-hours 
service of United States Public Health employees. Vetoed in Denver shortly 
after passage, President Eisenhower observed that the 24-hour service proposal 
had merit, and that the ‘problems which the bill seeks to solve are real and press- 
ing. He simultaneously ordered a study to be made, incorporating a summary 
of all governmental inspectional services, their need for overtime function, and a 
formula to be subscribed to by all Government agencies standardizing methods of 
payment. It is understood that the study has been completed, and that the matter 
is in process of being referred to the many concerned Government agencies. Leg- 
islation on this important matter has again been introduced, this time in both 
Ifouses of the Congress, but qualified Washington observers have dim hopes of 
enactment at this session. The survey, reportedly in the custody of an Interagency 
Committee on Overtime Pay for Certain Inspectors, is not moving with the 
speed that a 1954 real and pressing matter should. 

“We all know of the great need to move ships and cargoes ever faster. We are 
equally cognizant of the economic trend toward larger ships, with deeper drafts. 
The maritime industry have made their voices heard in the halls of Congress in 
regard to the cost of the 12-hour stop light on an estimated 40 percent of all ships 
entering United States ports. 

“But what of the transit inventory costs of this delay to our Nation’s total im- 
portation—an importation well over $8 billion a year? What of the hundreds of 
empty, multimillion-dollar piers, waiting to berth vessels stalled under the yellow 
flag? What of the men on the ship, waiting to go ashore after a long voyage? 
And the men on the shore, waiting to unload the ship’s cargo, and attend to the 
multitudinous details of ship’s husbandry? What of the sharply diminished 
need for extensive quarantine anchorages under new legiSlation, and the tax- 
payer’s dollars saved by reduced maintenance costs for smaller anchorage areas? 

“This need has far exceeded the 1954 real and pressing stage. This is 1956, 
and the matter affects every seaboard State in the Nation. Our Nation’s com- 
meree is being systematically halted, however briefly. This is a national issue— 
in need of a solution—now.” 


SAVINGS TO AMERICAN SHIPPERS 


Senator Hin. Let me ask one other question. Is there any way 
to estimate how much this might save American shippers? And 
when I say “shippers,” I mean really the American owners of the 
lines. Of course, that should be reflected in turn to the shipper, the 
person who uses the ship. How much this might save? How much 
economy really would be wrought by this? 

Dr. Spencer. As I indicated in the preliminary statement, there 
have been studies made by a sachin of shipping interests, and their 
representations would reflect what their estimate of saving would be. 
On the basis of that, and the number of estimates that have been 
given us, we could only give a broad estimate to say that savings of 
10 to 12 millions of dollars a year would probably be reflected in the 
expenditure of this amount of money. 

Senator Hini. You think this much money, then, spent by the Gov- 
ernment, $150,000, during the remainder of this fiscal vear might be 
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a saving to those engaged in shipping under the United States flag 
of some 10 or 12 million dollars? 

Dr. Spencer. I would estimate it that way, yes. 

Senator Hottanp. Let me ask you this, Doctor. If we should put 
in this supplemental bill something calling for overtime service, would 
there not be necessarily a conflict, then, between that system and the 
system which would be sought under the new legislation which you 
have spoken about, to give 24-hour service / And would not that 
necessary conflict be the thing you are talking about when you say 
that it would reduce the pay of some of the “personnel to pass the 
legislation ? 

Mr. Ketiy. This would not be true with respect to the foreign 
quarantine personnel, Senator. Actually, what happens is that cer- 
tain of the services such.as customs and immigration and naturalization 
inspectors now get special premium pay for overtime and Sundays 
and holidays, which compensation the quarantine os ae do not 
get. They get the same overtime pay as do other Government em- 
ployees in a non-specialized activity. 

Senator Hotianp. If we put this into force now, calling for pay- 
ment of extra time, overtime, and holiday and Sunday time, and then 
we were asked to pass legislation which would put the ship inspection 
service, the quarantine service, on a 24-hour basis, does that not nec- 
essarily mean that under the latter program you would be employing 
more inspectors, but you would be cutting down the time of the 
inspectors who under this act would be serving on an overtime basis? 

Mr. Ketiy. The new legislation does not in and of itself say that 
the inspection service would be on a 24-hour basis. Tt improves the 
premium pay in order to permit the service to be on an overtime basis 
with equal pay for all of the people engaged in the activity. 

Senator Hotzanp. Yes, but the doctor stated for us very frankly 
a few minutes ago that the legislation would be controversial, because 
it would involve the reduction of the pay of some of the personnel. 
And is not that reduction because of the point that I have just stated 
in my question? In other words, are we not asking for trouble if 
we enact this legislation and then later are asked to enact the other 
controversial one, which will reduce the rate of pay of the men who 
are helped by this legislation / 

Senator Hitt. Senator, may I ask a question right there? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 


EXERCISE OF OVERTIME AUTHORITY 


Senator Hix. Is not this the situation, really? Of course, we are 
not enacting legislation here, because it is not up to us to enact leg- 
islation. You now have the authority, under existing law, to do this, 
to use these men overtime. And you are not exercising the authority 
which you now have in the existing law, because you do not have 
the funds with which to pay them for the overtime. What we would 
be doing, as I conceive it, if we put this appropriation in: We would 
be simply giving you e) ini money to exercise that authority which 
you are now given under existing law. Then of course if Congress 
sees fit in its wisdom to pass some other law, it might change this 


situation. Anc of course that would be a different matter confront- 
ing us. 
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Dr. Spencer. That is true. 
Senator Hitt. Now you have the authority to make these inspections 


at night, but you do not have the mone Vv to pay for them. And not 


having the money to pay for them, you cannot make them. So all you 
are asking for is not any change in the law at all. You are just asking 
for enough money, for sufficient funds, with which to carry out the 
authority now given you under the existing law. Is that right? 

Mr. Keiiy. That is exactly right, sir. 

Senator Hoititanp. Now then, what did you mean by your state- 
ment that the legislation you are talking about. would be controversial. 
because it would reduce the pay of some of the personnel involved ? 

Dr. Spencer. It is controversial in that is does have the effect of 
reducing the personnel reimbursement in other Government services 
below that which they are receiving now on an extended premium rate, 
It is not controversial between what we are proposing now and what 
we would have under the new legislation if it passed. There is no 
change in the hours of work with respect to either premise. 

Senator Hottanp. But if you passed the new legislation you would 
not have the need to employ these men overtime. 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes, you would, sir. 

Dr. Spencer. Yes, you would still render the overtime service, be- 

cause we have declared hours of work during the day, but with a 
liffe ‘rent rate of premium overtime in parity with the other services. 

Senator Eiienper. If you have this work done at night, would you 
require as many as you would in daytime ? 

Dr. Spencer. Yes, sir. Presumably. We are not overstaffed to 
the point that we can withdraw the coverage that is necessary at these 
stations that are established in order to provide s« ‘heduling at night. 

Senator Ex:enper. Then if you hope to work this 24 hours a day, 
would it not result in having people e mployed at the regular time, th: at 
is, without having to work the overtime ? 

Dr. Spencer. We cannot envisage operating on a 24-hour day under 
this or under the present personnel. That is the point we are making. 

Senator Ettenper. Without overtime pay. 

Dr. Spencer. Without overtime pay. 

For instance, now, what we envisage here in the flow tables of traffic 
is that if we did schedule our people to sit for the remaining hours of 
the 24, there would be long periods in which there would be no opera- 
tion, for which there would be a waste of manpower. And still we 
would have to increase the numbers in order to do that. So that 
is the reason we would prefer to take the overtime basis for a method 
of doing things. 

Senator ELuenpDer. It would be less costly / 

Dr. Spencer. It would be less costly; yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. If there are no further questions, we thank you 
for your statement. 
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TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Bureau or NaArcorics 
LETTER FROM SENATOR DANIEL 
EMPLOYMENT OF ADDITIONAL AGENTS 


Chairman Haypen. I havea letter from Senator Price Daniel, chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Improvement of the Federal Criminal 
Code of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, from which I shall 
read the first and last paragraph and include it in the record. This 
relates, as the Senator states, to the second supplemental appropriation 
bill for 1957. 


We respectfully request your committee to include in its bill sufficient funds to 
permit the employment of 75 additional agents in the Federal Bureau of Nar- 
cotics, Treasury Department * * *. 

Halting of narcotics smuggling is solely a Federal responsibility. However, 
our Senate judiciary subcommittee is convinced that there is little hope of stem- 
ming the increased flow of drugs into the United States, not even to mention the 
objective of eliminating the illicit traffic, until the Congress, having recently en- 
acted improved criminal laws and enforcement procedures, authorizes the funds 
to employ and train additional narcotics agents. The Bureau of Narcotics has 
only 4 agents abroad, 2 in Europe and 2 in the Far East, who try to block the 
trafficking in illicit dope at its foreign sources. The Bureau does not have a single 
agent in Mexico despite the fact that 90 percent of the overland smuggling of 
heroin and marihuana into our country occurs across the American-Mexican 
border. In the United States, 14 States have no narcotic agent at all, and 12 
States have only 1 agent each. 

The budget estimate submitted is for 75 narcotic agents, 25 clerks, overall 
operating and traveling expenses for 75 officers, purchase of evidence funds, and 
so on, a total of $782,500. 


(The letter referred to follows :) 


JULY 17, 1956. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR HaypDEN: This is relative to the second supplemental appro- 
priations bill for 1957 and respectfully requests your committee to include in 
its bill sufficient funds to permit the employment of 75 additional agents in the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, Treasury Department. 

The request is based upon extensive hearings into the illicit narcotics traffic 
by, and is supported in the unanimous recommendations of, the Senate Judiciary 
subcommittee, the Subcommittee on Narcotics of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, and the President’s Interdepartmental Committee on Narcotics. 

The narcotics problem, as each of these groups reported, is serious. The 
United States has more narcotic addicts, both in total numbers and relative to 
population, than any other nation in the Western World. In fact, if the re- 
ports of other countries to the United Nations Commission on Narcotic Drugs 
are correct, our country has more drug addicts than all of the other Western 
Nations combined. At the end of World War II, addicts were in the ratio of 
1 to 10,000 persons. The situation has deteriorated until now the incidence is 
about 1 to every 3,000 persons, or a total of at least 60,000 addicts. Moreover, 
new names are being reported to the Bureau of Narcotics at the rate of over 
1,000 per month. Thirteen percent of the addicts are less than 21 years of age. 

Federal, State, and local enforcement officers testified before our Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee that 50 percent or more of all crimes committed in the larger 
cities, and 25 percent of all reported crimes in the Nation, are attributable 
to narcotic addiction and the illicit drug traffic. An average of 2,000 persons 
are arrested each month on narcotic charges. The traffic now costs over $500 
million per year, to say nothing of the human lives shortened or destroyed 
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and the crimes of violence, such as murder, armed robbery, safecracking, and 
rape which result therefrom. 

The trafficking in illicit drugs is definitely on the increase. In May of 1955, 
cocaine valued on the illicit market at $2 million was seized by narcotic agents 
in New York. During October and November 1955, 2 seizures of heroin were 
made in New York by agents of the Bureau of Narcotics with a street value 
of more than $8,500,000. The cocaine seizure was the largest ever made in the 
history of the United States, and the most recent seizure of heroin, November 
3. 1955, was the largest single seizure of heroin ever made in the United States. 

An ominous increase in narcotic smuggling is evident in the report filed with 
the Committee on the Judiciary by the Bureau of Customs on May 4, 1956. The 
report shows that heroin seizures at ports and borders increased 165.3 percent 
in weight during the first 8 months of fiscal year 1956 as compared with the 
same period in 1955. The total number of heroin seizures increased 19.7 per- 
cent. Seizures of heroin in 1955, moreover, were the largest since 1937. An in- 
crease of 33.9 percent was also reported in the amount of smoking opium seized 
by customs officials during the first 8 months of fiscal year 1956. Other illicit 
drugs seized at ports and borders during the period, according to the report, in- 
creased 162.0 percent. 

An increase of 13.4 percent in the number of seizures of marihuana was re- 
ported for the first 8 months of fiscal year 1956, with marihuana seizures 
at our ports and borders in 1955 being the largest since 1949. Cocaine seizures 
in fiscal year 1955 were also the largest since 1949. Seizures of morphine 
during the same period were the largest since 1940. 

Halting of narcotic smuggling is solely a Federal responsibility. However, 
our Senate Judiciary Subcommittee is convinced that there is little hope of stem- 
ming the increased flow of drugs into the United States, not even to mention 
the objective of eliminating the illicit traffic, until the Congress—having recently 
enacted improved criminal laws and enforcement procedures—authorizes the 
funds to employ and train additional narcotic agents. The Bureau of Narcotics 
has only 4 agents abroad—2 in Europe and 2 in the Far East—who try to block 
the trafficking in illicit dope at its foreign sources. The Bureau does not have 
a single agent in Mexico, despite the fact that 90 percent of the overland smug- 
gling of heroin and marihuana into our country occurs across the American- 
Mexican border. In the United States, 14 States have no narcotic agent at all, 
and 12 States have only 1 agent each. 

With these facts in mind, our committee urgently recommends that your com- 
mittee appropriate sufficient funds to permit the employment of 75 additional 
agents in the Bureau of Narcotics. Attached is an estimate of the funds which 
are required. 

I am joined in this request by Senators Eastland, O’Mahoney, Welker, and 
Butler. 

With kind personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 


PRIcE DANIEL, Chairman. 


Budget estimate for employing 75 additional agents in the Bureau of Narcotics 
as recommended by the Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Crim- 
inal Code of the Committee on the Judiciary 


7. narcotic agents, GS-7, $5,204... ............... Dna anne $390, 300 
SI ine dicen ipieenin tsiniebltidaenmenitite cine 79, 375 
Overall operating and traveling expense for 75 officers, at $2,600 per 

ce cecal 195, 000 
Purchase of evidence funds, at $1,200 each____-___-_______________ 90, 000 
MEI TD OD hh oni citric nonce ccccee 27, 825 


Total estimate for 75 officers 


SE Tr CR incense cnnincenneneenmens 782, 500 
Equipment: 


NN | a 4, 825 
I tsisttibicinindns rere 7, 500 
I id cls tam etientalninetiotne 2, 250 
I essai 6, 750 
15 Minfon recorders, at $800 each........_.__...________________ 4, 500 


10 binoculars, at $200 each 2 
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STATEMENT OF C. AUBREY GASQUE, GENERAL COUNSEL, SUBCOM- 
MITTEE ON IMPROVEMENTS IN THE FEDERAL CRIMINAL CODE 
OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


LETTER FROM WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 


Chairman Haypen. Mr. Gasque, general counsel for the subcom- 
mittee, is present, and we would be glad to hear from him. 

Mr. Gasqur. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the letter that 
Senator Daniel wrote to the chairman included in the record. 

Chairman Haypen. It will be, in full. 

Mr. Gasque. I should also like to submit for the record a letter to 
Hon. Clarence Cannon, chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, from Hon. Jere Cooper, chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, requesting funds for 75 additional 
agents. 

Chairman Haypen. That will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


JULY 5, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, M. C. 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives. 

DreaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have recently received a letter from my committee 
colleague, the Honorable Hale Boggs, who has written to me in his capacity as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Narcotics of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The purpose of Mr. Boggs’ letter is to obtain the appropriation of suffi- 
cient funds to authorize the employment of 75 additional agents in the Federal 
Bureau of Narcotics and the expenditure of such additional funds that may be 
necessary to meet costs attending the employment of these additional agents. 

The report of the Subcommittee on Narcotics which was unanimously adopted 
by the membership of the subcommittee and unanimously approved by the mem- 
bership of the full committee, included a recommendation that the authorized per- 
sonnel of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics be increased to a minimum of 400 
agents. The full text of the subcommittee recommendations pertaining to this 
subject is found on page 20 of the subcommittee report as set forth below: 

“S. The authorized personnel of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics should be 
increased to a minimum of 400 agents and sufficient appropriations should be au- 
thorized at the earliest possible time to provide for this increase in personnel and 
to furnish the Bureau with sufficient funds for effective operation here and 
abroad.” 

For your information, I am attaching to this letter a copy of the subcommittee’s 
report and in addition a table indicating the estimated expenses necessary to pro- 
vide for 75 additional agents. 

I am informed that the Bureau of Narcotics presently employs approximately 
250 agents so that the subcommittee recommendations, when fully implemented, 
would entail the employment of 150 additional agents. Mr. Boggs is requesting 
the appropriation of funds for only 75 at this time because of the problem of 
personnel selection and training. 

The Subcommittee on Narcotics made an extensive study of the narcotic and 
marihuana problem as it exists in the United States during the adjournment 
period that followed the first session of the 84th Congress. With the convening of 
the present second session of the 84th Congress, the subcommittee met several 
days in executive session to consider the results of its study and to prepare rec- 
ommendations and legislation providing for the more effective control of the drug 
problem in the United States. In addition to the subcommittee consideration, the 
Committee on Ways and Means has met several days in executive session to con- 
sider the hearing record and the report of the subcommittee and to prepare legis- 
lation for presentation to the Congress relating to our Federal narcotic and mari- 
huana laws. 

I am confident that I am expressing the unanimous view of the committee when 
I state that the legislation, H. R. 11619, that has resulted from this work will do 
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much to curb narcotic addiction and to deter illicit drug trafficking. This legisla- 
tion has passed both Houses of Congress and the differences have been resolved 
by the conferees. The subcommittee concluded that the most effective cure for 
the evils of drug addiction was the eradication of the illicit trafficking in drugs. 
This can best be accomplished by improved enforcement procedures and aug- 
mented enforcement activity, as well as the imposition of more sereve penalties 
on convicted violators. H. R. 11619 provides the improved enforcement pro- 
cedures and the more severe penalties. The appropriation for the employment of 
75 additional narcotic agents will provide the necessary funds for the augmenta- 
tion of enforcement activities by the Bureau of Narcotics. 

In view of the urgent need for the coordinated efforts of the three branches of 
our Federal Government and the State and local governments to successfully deal 
with the menace to our American society that the illicit drug traffic constitutes, 
it is requested that you, as the distinguished chairman of the House Committee 
on Appropriations, bring this request to the attention of your committee at the 
earliest possible date so that appropriate action may be taken to provide the 
necessary additional funds with respect to fiscal year 1957. 

For your record, I am also attaching a copy of the letter I have received from 
the Honorable Hale Boggs on this subject. 

With warm personal regards and sincere best wishes, I am 

Very cordially yours, 
JERE Coover, M. C., Chairman. 


LETTER FROM REPRESENTATIVE REED 


Mr. Gasqur. Also for the record, a letter to Hon. Clarence Cannon, 
chairman, Committee on Appropriations, from Hon. Daniel A. Reed, 
ranking minority member, House Committee on Ways and Means. I 
submit, too, a recommendation of the Senate Judiciary Committee in 
its report filed January 23, 1956, Senate Report No. 1440, page 8, rec- 
ommendation 138, which supports this request for additional agents. 

Chairman Haypen. All of that material will be included in the 
record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 6, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that Chairman Cooper of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means has written to you recommending that provision be 
made for the employment of additional agents in the Federal Bureau of Narcotics 
and the expenditure of such additional funds as may be necessary to meet the 
costs attendant upon the employment of such additional agents. 

This matter has also been brought to my attention by Representative Byrnes 
of Wisconsin who was the ranking minority member of the Subcommittee on 
Narcotics of the Committee on Ways and Means. I believe that the report of 
that subcommittee fully documents the need for additional personnel in the 
Bureau of Narcotics. I wish to join with Chairman Cooper in requesting that 
you bring this recommendation to the attention of the House Committee on 
Appropriations at the earliest possible date so that appropriate action may be 
taken to provide the necessary additional funds with respect to fiscal year 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL A. REED, Member of Congress. 


[S. Rept. 1440, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
Tue ILLicir NARCOTICS TRAFFIC 


By Senate Resolution 67, adopted March 18, 1955, the Senate authorized the 
first nationwide investigation of the illicit narcotics traffic, including foreign 
sources, narcotic smuggling operations, drug addiction, treatment of drug addicts, 
and related matters. 
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The aim of the inquiry was to find “ways and means of improving the Fed- 
eral Criminal Code and other laws and enforcement procedures dealing with 
the possession, sale, and transportation of narcotics, marihuana, and similar 
drugs.” 

The task was assigned by the chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Mr. Kilgore, to the Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal 
Code, of which the junior Senator from Texas, Mr. Daniel, is chairman. Other 
members of the subcommittee are the Senator from Wyoming, Mr. O’Mahoney ; 
the Senator from Mississippi, Mr. Eastland; the Senator from Idaho, Mr. Welker; 
and the Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler. 


SCOPE OF THE INVESTIGATION 


Since its initial organization meeting on May 27, 1955, the subcommittee has 
conducted 37 days of open hearings in Washington, Philadelphia, New York, 
Austin, Fort Worth, Dallas, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Chicago, Detroit, and 
Cleveland. Special hearings, lasting 3 full days, were held in New York de- 
voted exclusively to the causes, treatment, and rehabilitation of drug addicts. 
In addition, the subcommittee examined the Mexican border situation in hearings 
held in San Antonio and Houston. 

The subcommittee has heard 345 witnesses, including Federal, State, and local 
officials and many addicts, smugglers, and other narcotic violators, for a total 
of 8,667 pages of testimony. 

In addition, evidence and innumerable practical recommendations have been 
obtained through a series of questionnaires mailed to 52 attorneys general of 
the States and possessions; 94 United States attorneys; 1,120 county sheriffs; 
and 1,336 chiefs of police in cities and towns over 10,000 population. 

Our subcommittee has completed its work and is drafting its final report and 
specific legislation which will be recommended on or before January 31. In 
the meantime, on account of the urgency and seriousness of this problem, the 
subcommittee, with approval of the chairman of the full committee, feels that 
the Members of the Senate should have a preliminary report of our findings. 

We were surprised and shocked at the extent and far-reaching effect of the 
illicit drug traffic in the United States and have concluded that narcotic addic- 
tion and the dope traffic constitutes one of the most serious problems facing 
the Nation. The purpose of this preliminary report is to call the matter to the 
attention of the Senate at the very beginning of the session, in order that it 
may receive early and careful consideration in the legislative program which 
lies ahead. 


NARCOTIC ADDICTION AND TRAFFIC IN ILLICIT DRUGS IS ONE OF THE 
PROBLEMS FACING THE UNITED STATES TODAY 


MOST SERIOUS 


1. The United States has more narcotic addicts, both in total numbers and pop- 
ulationwise, than any other country in the Western World. 

While there are far less drug adicts in the Nation today than there were before 
the Harrison Narcotic Act was passed and before the Federal Bureau of Nar- 
cotics was created in 1930, the figure of at least 60,000 addicts today is far more 
than the number reported by any other Western nation. In fact, if the reports 
of other nations to the United Nations Commission on Narcotics are correct, 
our country has more drug addicts than all of the other western nations com- 
bined. 

Since January 1, 1953, the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, through voluntary 
reports sought from law-enforcement officials, has compiled the names and ad- 
dresses of over 30,000 addicts, and new names are being reported at the rate of 
over 1,000 per month. Thirteen percent of the addicts are less than 21 years 
of age. 

2. In spite of the fact that Federal officials have done all within their power 
under present handicaps and with limited personnel, the illicit drug traffic has 
trebled in the United States since World War IT. 

Addicts were in the ratio of 1 to 10,000 persons at the end of World War IT. 
At the present time, the incidence is about 1 to every 3,000 persons, with an 
average of 2,000 persons arrested in the United States each month on narcotics 
charges. The traffic now costs over $500 million per year, to say nothing of the 


human lives shortened or destroyed and the many crimes which result from the 
traffic. 
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3. Drug addiction is responsible for approximately 50 percent of all crimes com- 
mitted in the larger metropolitan areas and 25 percent of all reported crimes in 
the Nation. 

Federal, State, and local enforcement officers testified that 50 percent or more 
of all crimes committed in the larger cities is attributable to narcotie addiction 
and the illicit drug traffic. Approximately 90 percent (actually 89.9 percent) of 
the illicit drug traffic is concentrated in 43 of the Nation’s most populous cities, 
and these same cities account for 46 percent of the Nation’s crime. 

In addition to direct narcotic law violations, drug addicts are responsible for 
a large majority of the burglaries, thefts, prostitution, and other offenses com- 
mitted to support their drug habits costing from $10 to $100 a day. Addicts also 
have been associated with crimes of violence, such as murder, armed robbery, 
safecracking, and rape. 

The subcommittee is convinced that crime in the United States would be 
substantially reduced if drug addicts were taken off the streets and placed in 
appropriate institutions for treatment or detention. 

4. Drug addiction is contagious. Addicts spread the habit with cancerous 
rapidity to their families and associates. 

The Nation’s foremost medical authorities on drug addiction agree that it is 
comparable to a contagious disease and that it should be dealt with as such. 
This view was confirmed by more than 90 percent of the addicts appearing before 
the subcommittee who began using drugs because of “friends” and “associates.” 

Less than 20 percent of the known addicts are now confined. It is inevitable 
that this contagious problem will increase from year to year unless other known 
addicts are removed from society for treatment and, in the event that treatment 
fails, placed in a quarantine type of confinement or isolation. 


THE UNITED STATES FACES PROBLEM OF THRIVING INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC IN 
ILLICIT NARCOTIC DRUGS 


5. Red China, Turkey, Lebanon, and Mewvico are the primary sources of heroin 
reaching the United States, and international controls are inadequate. 

While the total requirements of the entire world for opium for medicinal and 
scientific purposes is set at 500 tons annually, official sources estimate the total 
world production to be 12,000 tons a year. The 1953 protocol, prepared by the 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs of the United Nations for the purpose of “limit- 
ing and regulating the cultivation of the poppy plant, the production of, inter- 
national and wholesale trade in, and the use of opium,” was immediately ratified 
by the United States, yet only 14 other nations have ratified the protocol. This 
is 10 short of the 25 nations required to make it effective. Among those nations 
lagging in ratification are, significantly, the larger producers of opium; i. e., 
Turkey, Iran, and Mexico. Together with Lebanon and Red China, these coun- 
tries are the primary sources of heroin which reaches the United States. 

6. Recent seizures of heroin and cocaine in record quantities point up the inter- 
national smuggling operations with the United States as a target. 

In May of 1955, cocaine valued on the illicit market at $2 million was seized by 
narcotic agents in New York. During October and November 1955, two seizures of 
heroin were made in New York by agents of the Bureau of Narcotics with a street 
value of more than $8,500,000. The cocaine seizure was the largest ever made 
in the history of the United States, and the most recent seizure of heroin, Novem- 
ber 3, 1955, was the largest single seizure of heroin ever made in the United 
States. These seizures show the magnitude of the international traffic aimed 
at the country and the necessity for increased penalties for smugglers and other 
traffickers to combat this growing menace. 

7. Subversion through drug addiction is an established aim of Communist 
China. Since World War II, Red China has pushed exportation of heroin to serv- 
icemen and civilians of the United States and other free nations of the world. 

Sworn testimony before this subcommittee, and the Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee, setting forth names, dates, secret codes, methods of smuggling, and drug 
seizures chemically analyzed, prove beyond any doubt that Red China is produc- 
ing and exporting opium and heroin as an established policy of its governing 
officials. This is further confirmed by reports of the United Nations Commission 
on Narcotie Drugs. 

The United States is one of the principal targets of this vicious illicit traffic 
in drugs as the Peiping regime seeks (1) to obtain dollars to purchase strategic 
materials and to pay foreign operatives and (2) to demoralize susceptible indi- 
viduals in our military services and in the general population. 
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SMUGGLING OF NARCOTICS ACROSS THE MEXICAN BORDER IS FACILITATED BY THE FAIL- 
URE OF THE UNITED STATES AND MEXICO TO WAGE A MUTUAL ALL-OUT FIGHT AGAINST 
THE DRUG TRAFFIC 


8. Ninety percent of the overland smuggling of heroin and marihuana is across 
the Mexican border into Texas, California, and Arizona. 

Federal, State, and local officials reported that the majority of the illicit drug 
sales along the Mexican border is conducted by well-known Mexican operators 
in violation of Mexican laws. Their headquarters are just across the interna- 
tional boundary, principally a Nuevo Laredo and Juarez. Most of the actual 
smuggling is carried on by Mexican professionals, and American drug peddlers 
and addicts. The enforcement officers unanimously agree the smuggling opera- 
tions are not conducted by Mexican laborers and braceros, commonly referred to 
as “wetbacks.” 

The magnitude of the enforcement problem along the Mexican border is evid- 
enced by the fact that not only are heroin, marihuana, and other illicit narcotics 
readily available just across the border in Mexico, but the international border 
which must be policed is 1,500 miles long. Almost 20 million pedestrians and 
over 15 million cars (averaging 3 passengers each) cross annually which pre- 
cludes using search as the sole weapon to prevent smuggling. 

9. Only one United States official, devoting part time to narcotics, is stationed 
in Mexico, and no Mezican oficial is stationed in the United States to cooperate 
in solving the mutual problem. 

10. Known American drug addicts are permitted to cross the Mevican border 
in large numbers each day. 

American drug addicts flock across the Mexican border in substantial numbers 
each day for injections of heroin at well-known “shooting galleries” and for smug- 
gling operations. No law prohibits such crossings by addicts, even though they 
may admit their addiction to customs officials on duty. At best, customs officials 
can submit the known addicts to thorough searches on their return trips, but 
many of these addicts hide heroin in their natural body cavities and escape de- 
tection. Many of these addicts are also big-time peddlers, and their smuggling is 
not limited to a quantity for personal use. This was emphasized in the sworn 
testimony of 1 female addict who told the subcommittee that she hid $1,000 worth 
of heroin in her vagina and smuggled it across the border at Nuevo Laredo each 
week for nearly a year. She and her husband were both addicts and dope peddlers 
in Houston, Tex. ’ 

In addition to civilian addicts, servicemen stationed at military installations 
along the border have also frequented Mexican cities and towns for marihuana 
and heroin. Juveniles also cross with ease. 

11. Mexico will not extradite fugitives, including bond jumpers and others 
who are evading criminal indictments for narcotic violations. 


GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


With these findings in mind, our subcommittee is drafting specific legislation 
which will embody the following general recommendations : 


INTERNATIONAL CONTROLS 


1. That the Senate adopt a joint resolution urging all nations to ratify at the 
earliest possible time the 1953 protocol which would liimt the cultivation of the 
poppy plant, the production of, international and wholesale trade in, and the use 
of opium to the medical and scientific needs of the world. Further, that the 
United Nations be urged to expedite the final drafting of the proposed single con- 
vention which would modernize, codify, and replace existing conventions and 
protocols on narcotics. 

2. That the Senate adopt a joint resolution urging all nations which have not 
previously outlawed heroin (Albania, Bahrein, Belgium, France, Great Britain, 
Hungary, Italy, and Paraguay) to do so at the earliest possible time. 

3. That the Senate adopt a joint resolution urging the United Nations Labora- 
tory, Which tests samples of the opium seized in the illicit narcotics traffic, to re- 
port the results of those tests not only to the determined country of origin and 
to the country in which the drugs were seized, but also to the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs of the United Nations. 

4. That the Senate adopt a joint resolution urging that the Division of Nar- 
cotie Drugs of the United Nations, recently moved to Geneva, Switzerland, be 
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relocated at the United Nations Headquarters in New York, where the full force 
of wide public opinion can be brought to bear in the fight against the illicit nar- 
cotie traffic. 

5. That high-level conferences be initiated between officials of the United 
States and Mexico for the purpose of agreeing to a treaty of cooperation and 
exchange of personnel for a mutual fight against the drug traffic across our com- 
mon border, inciuding provisions for exradition of narcotic violators and fugi- 
tives. 

6. That increased personnel be assigned to work with narcotic agents of other 
countries in a cooperative effort to stop at the source illicit dope shipments in- 
tended for the United States. 


INCREASED PENALTIES 


7. That minimum and maximum penalties be increased for all violations of the 
nareoties laws, with greatly increased penalties for sales to juveniles. 

8. That heroin, the most deadly of all narcotic drugs, which is used by 80 
percent of all drug addicts in the United States, should be completely outlawed. 
Federal laws should deal with heroin offenses not only as tax-law violations but 
as criminal acts injurious to the peace, health, and welfare of the Nation. 

9. That smuggling of heroin into this country and sales should be punishable 
by penalties ranging from a minimum of 5 years in the penitentiary to a maximum 
of death (when the death penalty is recommended by a jury). 

Heroin smugglers and peddlers are selling murder, robbery, and rape, and 
should be dealt with accordingly. Their offense is human destruction as surely as 
that of the murderer. In truth and in fact, it is “murder on the installment 
plan,” leading not only to the final loss of one life but to others who acquire this 
contagious infection through association with the original victim. 

The death penalty recommendation in this case would be a maximum—not a 
mandatory sentence. It would be available for extreme cases, such as the 
man who started 40 high-school students on heroin in San Antonio, Tex. It 
would put greater fear in all persons who might otherwise think of smuggling 
this drug into our country or selling it to our children. 

10. That offenses involving the smuggling of illicit narcotic drugs should be 
punishable under the narcotic laws rather than the general smuggling statutes, 
in order that the higher narcotic law penalties might apply, and in order that 
the cases might be counted among previous narcotic convictions. 


ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES 


11. That a chapter be added to the Federal Criminal Code providing for— 

(a) More liberal search and seizure provisions in narcotics cases. When 
Federal agents see the violation occur or have probable cause to believe that it 
is occurring, and in cases of consent searches, the agents should be permitted to 
make arrests without search warrants, and the Government should be granted 
right of appeal from Federal court decisions suppressing evidence thus obtained. 

(b) Interception and admissibility of telephone communications in narcotics 
cases, with due safeguards, including the requirement of a sealed court order 
permitting such action. 

The big-time traffickers in illicit narcotics are seldom caught and convicted, 
because they avoid all direct contact with the peddlers and ultimate buyers. 
Their operations are almost wholly limited to the telephone. Federal agents are 
not permitted to intercept their communications or to use such evidence in court. 
AS a consequence, the United States Government is unwittingly giving narcotics 
violators, especially the larger racketeers and wholesalers, a great advantage 
over Federal law enforcement officers in their effort to stamp out the illicit 
narcotics traffic. 

(c) Stricter provisions for granting bond in narcotic cases and speedier 
trials. All over the country the subcommittee heard evidence that narcotic 
violators intensify their sales after arrest and while out on bond. One witness 
became the biggest marihuana wholesaler in New York while out on bond during 
the 2 years between conviction and the disposal of his appeal. 

(d) Statutory authority for Federal narcotics agents to carry firearms, exe- 
cute and serve search and arrest warrants, serve subpenas, and make arrests 
without warrants for narcotics law violations occurring or observed in their 
presence. 

(e) Mandatory reports from all Federal officers and agencies to the Bureau of 
Narcotics of all narcotic addicts and violators who come to their attention, with 
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pictures and fingerprints, in order that the Bureau may increase and complete 
its present record system and serve as a clearinghouse for information concern- 
ing such persons; further providing that this information shall be available for 
law-enforcement purposes to State and local officials of all States which require 
their officers and agencies to report such addicts and violators to the Bureau of 
Narcotics. 

It is vitally important that the names, addresses, pictures, fingerprints, and 
records of all known narcotie addicts and violators be assembled in one central 
agency. <A splendid effort is being made in this direction through a voluntary 
system of reports set up by Commissioner Harry J. Anslinger in cooperation with 
State and local officials, but the Bureau has no authority to require these reports 
and has not been given the authority, funds, or personnel necessary to expand and 
complete this vital record system. 

12. That narcotic addicts, ilegal users of marihuana and narcotic drugs, and 
convicted narcotic violators (other than aliens) be prevented from leaving the 
continental limits of the United States except under special procedures approved 
by the Secretary of State and the Bureau of Narcotics. 


INCREASED PERSONNEL AND OPERATING FUNDS 


13. Appropriation for at least 50 additional agents for the Federal Bureau of 
Narcotics should be provided at the earliest possible time, with ultimate addition 
of another 50 agents to bring the total to not less than 350 agents. 

The Federal Bureau of Narcotics, under the able direction of Commissioner 
Harry J. Anslinger, has done a splendid job in holding the narcotics traffic to its 
present level, considering its limited personnel and operating funds. The Bureau 
is one of the few Federal agencies whose personnel and funds have not been in- 
creased to meet the growing needs of our times. 

Over a 25-year period a force of approximately 227 agents with an average 
annual expenditure of less than $2 million has enforced the narcotic laws of this 
country. This is entirely inadequate today, as evidenced by the fact that New 
York City alone has more full-time narcotic agents than the United States Gov- 
ernment. Constant limitation of operating funds has seriously curtailed the 
activities of these agents in undercover investigations. The present force of 250 
agents is 25 agents short of the number authorized by the Congress because of the 
inadequacy of its budget and appropriations, and at least 50 additional agents 
should be provided at the earliest possible moment. 


OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 


The subcommittee will report in the very near future other findings and recom- 
mendations concerning treatment and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts, barbitu- 
rates, amphetamines, and special laws applying to the District of Columbia. 


CONCLUSION 


In concluding this preliminary report, it should be stated that our Federal of- 
ficials and agencies have done the best that they could to combat the narcotics 
traffic with the laws, procedures, personnel, and funds at their disposal. In spite 
of their efforts, they have been handicapped to such an extent that narcotic addic- 
tion and the illicit dope traffic continue to increase in many parts of the Nation 
and present a most shocking and serious problem. 

It is to be hoped that the facts produced by our subcommittee, together with 
the evidence adduced by a House Ways and Means subcommittee, under the 
chairmanship of Congressman Hale Boggs of Louisiana, will result in the enact- 
ment of legislation and provide the basis for appropriations necessary to remove 
the illicit narcotics cancer from our society. If the Congress fails to act, it must 
accept a great part of the responsibility for the continuation and possible increase 
of the problem in the future. 

The conduct of this investigation has been a most tiring and trying experience. 
This was due in some degree to the wanton, criminal, and sometimes threatening 
attitudes of some of the racketeers, smugglers, and murderers who appeared be- 
fore our subcommittee, but even more to the heartache caused by the dozens of 
drug addicts who confessed the crime and destruction which had blacked and 
destroyed their minds and bodies. 

If the Congress acts, partially as a result of this investigation, this experience 
will have been the most satisfying of our public service, because Congress will 








) 


ES ge 


9 RII <a biti 


Pil Ne Sec i AOC AA Ali iss psa ai, etiam caste 


eC Bad hi EERE cae 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 325 


have performed a great Service to humanity. If the illicit drug traffic of our coun- 
try can be cut to the irreducible minimum, we will have saved many of our citi- 
zens of today and tomorrow from the worst type of moral and human 
degradation. 


PRICE DANIEL, Chairman. 
JOSEPH C. O’MAHONEY:. 
JAMES O. EASTLAND. 
HERMAN WELKER. 

JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


Mr. Gasqur. Then, I should like to submit the recommendation of 
the Subcommittee on Narcotics of the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee in its report filed May LO, 1956, page 20, recommendation No. 
8, which supports this identical request 

Here, also, is the recommendation of the President” s Interdepart- 
mental Committee on Narcotics in its report filed February 1956, page 
16, recommendation No. 11, which supports this request. For the 
Committee’s attention and files, certainly not for the record but for 
the files, I submit a complete set of the hearings and reports of the 
Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal Code of the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the United States Senate, which stud- 
ied the illicit narcotic traflic quite thoroughly. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Recommendation No. 8 
from the 


Subcommittee on Narcotics 


8. The authorized personne! of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics should be 
increased to a minimum of 400 agents and sufficient appropriations should be 
authorized at the earliest possible time to provide for this increase in personnel 
and to furnish the Bureau with sufficient funds for effective operation here and 
abroad. 

Recommendation No. 11 
from the 
President’s Interdepartmental Committee 
on Narcotics 

1. The Committee has been impressed by the record of enforcement activities 
carried out by the Bureau of Narcotics, and especially by the results of its re- 
cent efforts at cutting off the foreign sources of supply of the illicit traffic. It 
recommends that consideration be given to an increase in the agent force of 
that Bureau, with appropriately increased administrative and operational sup- 
port. 

GENERAL STATEMEN' 

Mr. Gasqur. I might add just one word, and then IT shall not take 
any further of the committee’s time. eae 

The United States has more narcotic addicts than any nation In 
the Western World, and if the reports filed in the Commission on Nar- 
cotic Drugs of the United Nations are correct, our country has more 
narcotic addicts than all the rest of the western nations combined. 

At the end of World War II there was about 1 addict to 10,000 of 

the population. Now there is 1 addict in every 3,000 of the popu- 

lation, or an estimated minimum of 60,000 drug addicts. 
Now, the enforcement officers throughout the countr y do not believe 
that figure. They feel it is a minimum. The offici: als in New York 
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City tell us that instead of having the 12,000 that we know are up 
there, by name and address, they believe they have twenty or thirty 
thousand. In Ohio we estimate that they have about 1,000. The 
Attorney General up there estimates that he has 15,000. And the 
same story is true in Chicago and in California. 


TOTAL NARCOTIC AGENTS 


Now the Bureau of Narcotics has, I believe, about 244 agents on 
the rolls. The New York City Police Department has close to 500 in 
its narcotics squad, alone. 

But, to go back to our overall problem of the number of addicts, one 
of the problems is that there is virtually no cure for the narcotic addict. 
Less than 15 percent are ever cured, once they get on the drug habit. 

Dr. Halsey Hunt, Assistant Surgeon General, was here. We have 
worked with the Public Health Service very closely in studying this 
problem. 

Stopping narcotics from coming into this country is truly a Federal 
responsibility. 

COST OF TREATING DRUG VICTIMS 


If we compare what the subcommittee is asking here to prevent 
smuggling, with what happens when narcotics get into this country, 
we spend more than $5 million a year just trying to treat the victims of 
drug addiction down at Lexington and Fort Worth. New York City 
has Riverside Hospital, and they can only take care of juvenile addicts, 
and they spend more than $2 million, again just trying to take care 
of them. New York City narcotics squad spends a million and a half 
dollars a year trying to stamp out the sales of it on the streets. And 
the same story is true in Chicago and Los Angeles. In California 
they spend more than a million dollars a year. 

Senator ELLEnpER. How will your work dovetail with New York 
and New Orleans and other cities? Will they work together? 

Mr. Gasqur. Senator, when you say “your work,” may I say this: 
I am not connected in any way with the Bureau of Narcotics. 

Senator ELtenper. I know, but you are presenting their case. 

Mr. Gasquer. I am presenting the case for the subcommittee. The 
subcommittee was very disappointed that the Treasury has not come 
forth, despite the President’s Committee and all the other committees 
that have studied this, to ask funds for more agents. 

And I might say this: The subcommittee is not one that believes 
that piling more bodies on top of more bodies solves the problem. 
They went into this thing thoroughly before they ever recommended 
additional agents. 

Senator ELLENpER. Well, is this your own budget; that is, the sub- 
committee’s own budget ? 

Mr. Gasque. No, sir. The subcommittee decided that they wanted 
a hundred men. The subcommittee of the House felt that they needed 
150 men. Each one went to the Bureau of Narcotics with the ques- 
tion: How fast can you train them and get them on the rolls so that 
they can do some good? And they gave us this estimate for 75 men. 
This is their estimate, based on the number of men that the subcom- 
mitteed decided it wanted to recommend during the coming year. 
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Senator Cuavez. Being that it is that serious, why did you not 
cet budget approval ? 


FAILURE TO PRESENT BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Mr. Gasque. At no time, Senator, did the subcommittee here or on 
the House side go to the Treasury Department and ask them to present 
a budget for so many people or to increase the budget. The subcom- 
mittee felt that was within the province of the exec utive branch. And 
since they did not do it, the subcommittees of both the Senate and 
House feel that they have to come in and request funds for more 
agents. 

Senator Cuavez. The subcommittee looked into the problem and 
found that it was serious. Now, the Bureau of Narcotics certainly 
should know, as well as the subcommittee, how serious the problem 
is, and I am sure they do. But they did not request a budget item. 

Mr. Gasque. Well, it did request additional agents, I might say, 
Senator, but the Treasury Department felt that they had ‘only SO 
much money to spend, and they felt this was one of the things that 
they could put off, having a certain limitation of funds. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean Dr. Anslinger did request a budget 
item for 75 men ? 

Mr. Gasquer. Yes, sir. As I understand it, he requested 75 addi- 
tional men. And I think that the budget they have provides for ap- 
proximately 16 additional men. I believe that is correct. 

Senator Hitt. When you speak about the budget having approved 
it, what budget do you mean ? 

Mr. Gasqur. The budget this committee has already approved. 

Senator Hitz. That we carried in our other bill? 

Mr. Gasqur. Yes. 

Senator Hitz. AsI recall, that is correct. 

Senator ELienper. I notice, here, you have for the agents $782,500, 
and below that you have “Equipment.” 

Mr. Gasque. Well, that is actually included i in the above. That is 
specifying the equipment to support 75 officers. 


ADDITION AL GS-5 CLERKS 


Senator Exienper. I notice you have 25 clerks, GS-3. And you 
want 50 typewriters. Who is going to operate the typewriters? 

Mr. Gasque. Senator, often the agents, as I understand, carry their 
own typewriters. I myself had a lot of questions about the support- 
ing material. 

Senator EL.enper. I notice, here, you have 10 binoculars at $200 
2ach. 

Mr. Gasque. That is for long-range observation, Senator. 

Senator Exienver. I know. But the price of those binoculars is 

rather steep. You can get them much cheaper than that. 

Mr. Gasqur. I am not an authority on the cost of this type of equip- 
ment. But I do know that it is for long-range viewing, generally 
along the border. 

Senator Extenper. The Navy I am sure ought to have them. They 
get them in wholesale lots. 

Senator Cuavez. They have hundreds and thousands in surplus. 
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INCREASE IN NARCOTICS SEIZURES 





Mr. Gasqur. If I might make one further comment, again indicat- 
ing this subcommittee’s view of the seriousness of this problem, rather 
than the specific budgetary situation, there has been a tremendous 
increase of narcotics coming into this country in recent months. Two 
of the largest seizures in history have been made of heroin and co- 
caine. In May of 1955 cocaine valued at more than $2 million was 
seized by narcotic agents in New York. That was the largest seizure 
in the history of the United States. A report filed with the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary May 4, 1956, shows that heroin seizures at ports 
and borders increased 165 percent in weight during the first 8 months 
of 1956. 

Senator CuHavez. What do they do with those narcotics? Do they 
sell them to medical authorities? 

Mr. Gasque. No, sir. They destroy them completely. Heroin, be- 
‘cause of its extremely dangerous addicting properties, is not used 
now by the medical profession. 


PROPOSAL FOR FREE DRUGS FOR ADDICTS 


I might say this, which is very important in summarizing the seri- 
ousness of the situation: that a number of associations and persons 
of authority believe that the situation is so serious that we should give 
narcotic addicts all the drugs they want free. They believe that the 
situation is out of hand. 

A recent article in the New York Times magazine, an article in 
Harper’s magazine, and an article in Coronet, all proposed giving drug 
addicts free narcotics. The New York Medical Association, also, has 
gone on record as believing that the situation is out of hand and that 
we should give addicts narcotics free. 

Senator Hiri. In other words, their craving is so great, so com- 
pelling, that they will just pay anything to get it. If you give it to 
them free, as I understand it, that will kill the trade. There will be 
no business for the bootlegger. Is that right ? 

Mr. Gasqur. That is what they contend. 


OPPOSITION OF COMMITTEE 


Now, the committee went on record very much in its report No. 1850 
opposing that and stating, rather, that we should enact legislation 
which would increase the penalties and tighten up the enforcement 
procedures. 

Chairman Haypen. Is there any country in the world where they 
do give narcotics away ? 

Mr. Gasqur. The advocates say that they do in England and that 
they doin Germany. However, that has to be taken rather doubtfully, 
because doctors only under certain circumstances are permitted to 
give addicts drugs, rather than at wholesale dispensers. 

Senator Hirx. Of course, the British have a different medical sys- 
tem than ours. 

Chairman Haypen. Any further statement ? 

Senator Hitt. Senator Daniel is the chairman of this subcommittee. 
Who are the other members ? 
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Mr. Gasquet. The same members who joined him in writing this 
letter, Senators Eastland, O’Mahoney, Welker, and Butler. 

The report which recommended an increase in narcotic agents was 
the report of the entire Committee on the Judiciary. 

Chairman Haypen. We thank you, sir. 

Senator Hiri. If we are going to consider this ser iously, and it comes 
from a subcommittee which has devoted a lot of time and study to it, 
perhaps we should call Mr. Anslinger up here. He cannot come up 
without a budget estimate. We can send for him. And when he 
comes we can ask him these questions and he can tell us. 

Chairman Haypen. What is the pleasure of the committee? Do you 
want to ask the clerk to tell him to come up tomorrow ? 

Senator ELLeNpeR. I would not want to vote for it unless we got a 
request from the Department. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau or RecLAMATION 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL HAYDEN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


GLEN CANYON UNIT BRIDGE 


Chairman Haypen. At this time I would like to make a statement 
with respect to the construction of the bridge required in the con- 
struction of the Glen Canyon unit of the Colorado River storage 
project. 

The Public Works Appropriation Act of 1957 includes the sum 
of $13 million to initiate construction on the Colorado River storage 
project. Of the total amount appropriated, $9,325,000 is for the 
initiation of construction of the Glen Canyon unit in Arizona. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has determined that a high level bridge 
2 to 3 miles downstream from the Glen Canyon Dam site would be 
advantageous during construction of the dam, and would make an 
overall saving in the cost of the construction of the dam. The dam 
site is located in a ver y steep canyon, and the Bureau of Reclamation 
must have access to both sides during construction. The estimated 
cost of a temporary one-lane “c onstruction br idge” is $1,800,000. 

The State of Arizona is going to extend its highway system into 
the area of the Glen Canyon Dam. This would be accomplished by 
relocating U. S. Highway 89 to this area to connect with U. S. 89 in 
Utah. To accomplish this there will have to be a bridge across the 
Colorado River in this area. 

After a study by the Bureau of Public Roads, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, and the Highway Commission of the State of Arizona, it was 
determined that the most economical method of providing a crossing 
would be for the Bureau of Reclamation to construct the bridge re- 
quired for the construction of the dam to meet the minimum require- 
ments of a primary highway bridge. It is estimated that the cost 
of such a bridge will be $3 million—an increase of $1,200,000 over the 
estimated cost of the single-lane construction bridge. 
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COMMITTEE REPORT 


This matter was considered by the Committee on the Public Works 
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1957, and the committee stated in its 
report (S. Rept. No. 2169, 84th Cong.) : 


In the construction of the Glen Canyon unit it will be necessary to construct 
a bridge across the river below the dam site. The estimated cost of such a bridge 
is $1,800,000. During the course of the hearings it was developed that the State 
of Arizona is going to extend its highway system into the area of the Glen Canyon 
Dam and desires to have this bridge constructed to meet the minimum standards 
for a primary highway bridge. It is estimated that the additional cost will be 
approximately $1,200,000. It is the view of the committee that the bridge should 
be constructed so as to meet the standards of a primary highway bridge, provided 
the Bureau of Reclamation can reach agreements with the Highway Commission 
of the State of Arizona and other Federal agencies covering the additional costs 
of approximately $1,200,000. 


The act of July 29, 1946 (60 Stat. 709; 23 U.S. C. 64-70), author- 
izes the use of Federal funds to reimburse a construction agency for the 
additional cost of constructing a dam to provide for the placing of 
bridges upon and across dams, provided the highway department of 
the State involved, and the Commissioner of Public Roads determine 
and certify that such bridges are economically desirable and needed 
as links in the State or Federal aid highway systems, Section 1 of 
the 1946 act reads as follows: 


REIMBURSEMENT PROVISION 


That hereafter each executive department, independent establishment, office, 
board, bureau, commission, authority, administration, corporation wholly owned 
or controlled by the United States, or other agency of the Government of the 
United States, hereinafter collectively and individually referred to as “agency,” 
now or hereafter having jurisdiction over and custody of any dam constructed 
or to be constructed and owned by or for the United States, shall be, and is hereby, 
authorized, with any funds available to it, to design and construct any such dam 
in such manner that it will constitute and serve as a suitable and adequate foun- 
dation to support a public highway bridge upon and across such dam, and to 
design and construct upon the foundation thus provided a public highway bridge 
upon and across such dam: Provided, That the highway department of the State 
in which such dam shall be located jointly with the United States Commissioner 
of Public Roads shall first determine and certify to such agency that such bridge 
is economically desirable and needed as a link in the State or Federal-aid high- 
way systems, and shall request such agency to design and construct such dam 
so that it will serve as a suitable and adequate foundation for a public highway 
bridge and to design and construct such public highway bridge upon and across 
such dam, and shall agree to reimburse such agency pursuant to section 4 hereof 
for any additional costs which it may be required to incur because of the design 
and construction of such dam so that it will serve as a foundation for a public 
highway bridge and for any expenditures which it may find it necessary to make 
in designing and constructing such public highway bridge upon and across such 
dam: Provided further, That in no case shall the design and construction of a 
bridge upon and across any such dam be undertaken hereunder except by the 
agency having jurisdiction over and custody of the dam, acting directly or 
through contractors employed by it, and after such agency shall determine that 
it will be structurally feasible and will not interfere with the proper functioning 
and operation of the dam. 


However, it is not practical to have the bridge on top of the Glen 
Canyon Dam due to the height and steepness of the canyon. Further- 
more, the costs of the approach roads to a bridge on the dam is pro- 
hibitive. 

It has been determined that if the bridge was placed on top of the 
dam the additional cost would be approximately $600,000. The State 
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of Arizona has agreed to contribute at least $600,000, toward the con- 
struction of the bridge to meet minimum highway standards. In order 
for the Bureau of Public Roads to participate in the construction of 
the bridge, rather than contribute the additional costs of placing the 
bridge on the dam, an amendment is required. The amendment reads 


as follows: 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 


The Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized to participate in the con- 
struction of the bridge required in the construction of the Glen Canyon Unit, 
Arizona, Colo., River storage project; and may transfer for this purpose to the 
Secretary of the Interior funds available for the construction of public lands 
highways: Provided, That the amount transferred shall not exceed the cost 
of placing such bridge upon and across the dam under the provisions of the act 
of July 29, 1946 (60 Stat. 709 ; 21 U. S. C. 64-70). 


This amendment authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to partici- 
pate in the construction of the bridge and transfer funds to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior for this purpose. However, the amount of funds 
transferred shall not exceed the costs of placing the bridge upon and 
across the dam, as authorized by existing law. The amendment au- 
thorizes the use of public lands highway funds for this purpose, in- 
asmuch as the bridge is located within the public domain and the 
Navaho Indian Reservation. 

I might add that the Bureau of Public Roads and the Bureau of 
Reclamation are in complete agreement on this matter, and both 
agencies are in favor of this amendment. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


I will include in the record a letter I have received from Mr. A. C. 
Clark, Acting Commissioner of the Bureau of Public Roads with a 
letter from Mr. W. W. Dexheimer, Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. These letters set out the agreements referred to earlier, 
and give the reasons why it is not practical to have the bridge across 
the dam. 

I will also include in the record a letter from Mr. E. G. Neilson, 
Acting Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation stating that the 
preliminary studies show that the additional cost of placing the bridge 
on the dam is $600,000. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


BUREAU OF PUBLIO ROADs, 
Washington, June 7, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DeEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: Reference is made to our recent conference with Gov. 
Ernest W. McFarland and members of the Arizona State Highway Department 
and to our telephone discussion concerning the prospects of constructing a high- 
way bridge in the vicinity of Glen Canyon Dam across the Colorado River in 
northern Arizona. Public Law 562, 79th Congress, which authorizes funds for 
the construction of bridges across dams, specifically provides for the agency in 
charge of the dam “to design and construct any such dam in such manner that 
it will constitute and serve as a suitable and adequate foundation to support a 
public highway bridge upon and across such dam, and to design and construct 
upon the foundation thus provided a public highway bridge upon and across 
such dam.” 

Attached is copy of letter dated June 4, 1956, from Mr. W. A. Dexheimer, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, in which he states that his agency would 
prefer that the main highway bridge be downstream from the dam at an appro- 
priate location, not only to avoid adverse grades and curvature but to avoid 
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traffic congestion with the large number of visitors expected to visit the Glen 
Canyon site. You will also note that for security reasons the agency would much 
prefer that the main highway traffic not cross the top of the dam. Mr. Dexheimer 
indicates that his Bureau has determined that a high-level bridge 2 to 3 miles 
downstream from the dam site would be advantageous during construction of the 
dam and would make an overall saving in its construction. 

The State Highway Department of Arizona has indicated that their plans 
provide for a relocation of U. S. 89 from Bitter Springs to a point in the vicinity 
of the dam site and they are interested in obtaining the most economical crossing 
of the Colorado River at a suitable location. The Bureau of Reclamation has in- 
dicated their intention of constructing a temporary single-lane bridge at a cost 
of $1,800,000 to provide for construction operations. A permanent bridge built to 
Federal-aid standards at the same location is estimated to cost $3 million. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that they would be willing to apply the 
cost of the temporary structure toward the cost of the permanent bridge. The 
State highway department has stated that $600,000 of State funds would be 
available for this purpose and it is their desire that the Government put up the 
remaining $600,000 which is equivalent to the estimated cost of widening the 
dam to provide for a roadway across the dam. This latter amoun’ would be in ad- 
dition to the cost of constructing additional mileage of approach roads including 
some most difficult rock work in descending 200 feet from the rim of the canyon 
to the top of the dam and back on the opposite side. 

We are pleased to have been able to render this technical assistance as you 
requested and trust it will be helpful. 

Very truly yours, 
A. C. CLARK, 
Acting Commissioner of Public Roads. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D. C., June 4, 1956. 
Mr. C. D. CurrIiss, 


Commissioner, Bureau of Public Roads, 
Department of Commerce, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Curtiss: The Bureau of Reclamation has just recently been 
authorized under the Upper Colorado River Storage Project Act to build the 
Glen Canyon Dam in northern Arizona. This dam would be approximately 
700 feet high in a very steep, narrow canyon where the canyon walls are 800 
to 1,000 feet in height. It is expected that construction money for the dam 
and for access roads, camps, ete., will be appropriated for use in fiscal year 
1957. The House of Representatives has already passed an appropriation bill 
providing funds for construction of access roads, a proposed bridge across the 
canyon, camp, and other facilities. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has determined that a high-level bridge 2 to 3 
miles downstream from Glen Canyon Dam site would be advantageous during 
eonstruction of the dam and would make an overall saving in its construction. 
We have also determined that a bridge of approximately 20-ton capacity, single 
lane, would be adequate for construction purposes. The estimated cost of this 
bridge is $1,800,000. Some additional money, of course, would need to be spent 
for access roads on both sides of the bridge, but it would be placed at as high 
an elevation as feasible to avoid excessive cuts and adverse grades in the solid 
rock of the canyon walls. 

30th the Utah and Arizona State Highway Commissions have requested that 
aecess roads, which are required for Bureau of Reclamation construction, from 
both Utah and Arizona be built initially to primary highway standards. I 
understand the State of Utah has an application before the Bureau of Public 
Roads for assistance to make the highway from U. 8S. Highway 89 to the State 
line a permanent, primary highway to connect U. S. Highway 89 in Utah with 
U. S. Highway 89 in Arizona. This bridge would be an integral part of that 
highway. 

The State of Arizona, through its highway commission and its highway engi- 
neer, has likewise requested that this highway be made a primary highway, and 
has requested assistance from the Bureau of Public Roads in its construction. 
The State Highway Commission of Arizona, by resolution, has agreed to partici- 
pate in the cost over and above Reclamation’s requirements to make this a 
primary highway. 
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It is our desire to cooperate with the States of Arizona and Utah and to build 
the bridge across the Colorado River to primary highway standards. We are 
willing to contribute the estimated $1,800,000 toward the cost of the bridge, which 
would meet highway standards and would have many advantages to the traveling 
public, as well as to the Bureau of Reclamation. This bridge must be built as 
soon as possible in order to gain maximum advantage during construction of the 
dam. We anticipate having plans and specifications ready to call for bids about 
January 1957. 

The Bureau of Public Roads has previously made funds available for widening 
the top of Davis Dam to meet highway standards. We believe it would be more 
desirable to have a high-level highway bridge than to try to make the permanent 
highway crossing over the top of the Glen Canyon Dam. 

We estimate that widening the top of Glen Canyon Dam to meet primary high- 
way standards would cost an additional $600,000 over the normal 2-lane width 
that we would need for operation and maintenance of the dam and reservoir. In 
addition, there would be a drop of approximately 200 feet from the top of the 
canyon to the elevation of the top of the dam, which would involve very heavy 
rock excavation and adverse grades on both sides of the dam. 

We would also prefer that the main highway bridge be downstream from the 
dam at an appropriate location, not only to avoid adverse grades and curvature 
in dropping down in elevation and back up, but to avoid traffic congestion with 
the large number of visitors expected to visit the Glen Canyon site. In addition, 
for security reasons we would much prefer that the main highway traffic not 
cross the top of the dam so that, if necessary, the traffic and visitors to the top 
of the dam and the vicinity of the powerplants could be restricted in case of 
emergency or security requirements. Additionally, with the bridge some 200 feet 
above the top of the dam, a very good view of the dam, powerplants, and the can- 
yon could be obtained from the vicinity of the bridge. It is expected that very 
heavy trucking would use this highway, as well as heavy tourist traffic between 
the national parks of Utah and Arizona. 

It is hoped that suitable arrangements can be made very quickly and agree- 
ment reached on the type of bridge to be built, so that there would be no delay 
in getting the bridge started. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. DEXHEIMER, Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1956. 
Hon, CARL HAYDEN 
United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Drar SENATOR HAYDEN: In response to your telephone call of June 28, 
1956, requesting certain data in connection with the highway bridge adjacent to 
Glen Canyon Dam of the Colorado River storage project, we are pleased to fur- 
nish the following information. The figures given below in response to your 
questions are preliminary estimates and may be subject to some modification 
upon completion of detailed designs. 

The cost of widening the top of Glen Canyon Dam to meet Federal-aid primary 
highway standards is estimated at $600,000 over the cost of the normal service 
road that the Bureau would need for operation and maintenance of the dam 
and reservoir. The cost of constructing a single-lane 20-ton capacity bridge ade- 
quate for construction purposes only is estimated at $1,800,000. A bridge built 
to Federal-aid primary highway standards capable of handling heavy tourist and 
trucking traffic is estimated to cost $3 million. 

These figures have been furnished the Commissioner, Bureau of Publie Roads, 
who discussed their application to current legislation in his letter of June 7, 1956. 
If any additional information is required, we will be pleased to furnish it. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. G. NIELSON, 
Acting Commissioner. 


Chairman Haypen. We will adjourn at this time until 10 a. m. 
tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m., Tuesday, July 17, 1956, the hearing was 
recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, July 18, 1956.) 
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Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room F-37 of the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman) presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Chavez, Ellender, Robertson, 


Holland, Stennis, Saltonstall, Thye, Mundt, Smith, Dworshak, and 
Dirksen. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Bureau or NARCOTICS 
NARCOTICS COMMISSION 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. CUNNINGHAM, DEPUTY COMMIS- 
SIONER OF NARCOTICS, AND GARTH B. THOMAS, BUREAU OF 
NARCOTICS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman HaypEen. The committee will be in order. 

We had testimony yesterday from Mr. Gasque, general counsel of 
the Subcommittee on Improvements in the Federal Criminal Code, 
of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 

On the basis of the recommendation made by Senator Daniel it 
was thought that $782,000 was needed for 75 additional narcotic 
agents. There is no budget estimate for any amount like that. The 
regular appropriation for 1956 was $2,990,000. This year we have a 
regular appropriation of $3,250,000. The 1957 increase in appro- 
priations provides for an increase in investigation staff. 

Would you care to make some comment, Mr. Cunningham? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Yes, it did, Mr. Chairman. I cannot tell you 
the exact number. 

Chairman Haypen. My recollection from the testimony is that it 
was 15 agents and 4 clerks. 

Mr. CunntnGHaM. I believe you are quite correct about it, Mr. 
Chairman. I have here with me Mr. Thomas, the budget officer at 
that time, who prepared those figures for that estimate. 

Chairman Haypen. Do you have a record of how many agents have 
been employed in the past years? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Yes, sir; how far back do you want me to go, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. 1954 or 1955, sir. 


80579—56——-22 
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Mr. CunninGHAM. Shall I read that into the record, Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman Haypen. Yes, if you will, please. 


TOTAL AGENT PERSONNEL 


Mr. CunnINGHAM. For 1954 the appropriation was $2,790,000, for 
244 agents. For 1955 the appropriation was $2,805,365, for 245 agents. 
For 1956 it was $3,145,000 for 246 agents. The 1957 estimate is 
$3,250,000, for an estimated agent force of 253. 

| might say that I have it back as far as 1930, if you want that, sir. 


DEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS 


Chairman Haypen. There is a present committee on narcotics, is 
there not? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. There is an interdepartmental committee. 

Chairman Haypen. What does that consist of? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. It consists of some 5 or 6 members appointed 
by the President, I believe, in 1954. This was a new interdepart- 
mental committee. There are some 5 or 6, perhaps 7, members of 
various departments of the Government. The general membership 
represented the Armed Forces, I believe the Surgeon of the Public 
Health Service, Mr. Rose, who was Assistant and then Under Secretary 
of the Treasury, and some gentleman from the White House, whose 
name I do not remember, was chairman of the committee. They 
had a secretary appointed, who was Mr. Page. 

Chairman Haypen. How often does it meet? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. They met two or three times. After this report 
it has rather ceased to exist. This report was filed in February of 
1956. As to when they will meet again, I think it will be at the call 
of the chairman of that committee. 

Chairman Haypen. It is obvious that your budget estimates were 
made up last year before this report was filed. 

Mr. CunnincHam. That is quite correct, Mr. Chairman. Our 
estimates for 1957 were sent over in either April or May of 1955. 

Chairman Haypen. You are, of course, preparing estimates again, 
are you not? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. For 1958, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEXT BUDGET 


Chairman Haypen. I believe this committee would like to know, 
in view of the legislation that Congress has passed, whether this 
Committee on Narcotics will now get together and make recommenda- 
tions for the next budget. 

Mr. Cunninauam. As to that, Mr. Chairman, I am unable to 
prophesy. 

Chairman Haypen. I believe this committee would appreciate very 
much the benefit of their recommendation, not only to us, but to the 
Bureau of the Budget. The way the situation is now your money 
for the fiscal vear has been appropriated. 

Mr. Cunninauam. For fiscal year 1957. That is correct. 
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Chairman Haypen. Senator Daniel came in with a suggestion that 
we have more money now to provide for agents. I am going to ask 
you about the letter he wrote to this committee. In the event 
Congress is unable to do that, because of the budget estimate, we 
want to know what is the prospect of getting more money in the next 
budget, in light of this legislation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. You mean for fiscal year 1958, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, that is top level. I am certain 
[ could not answer that. I just do not know. 

Chairman HaypEen. You can convey to whoever is “top level’’ that 
that is what the committee would like to have them do. 

Mr. CunninGHam. I would be very delighted to do that, sir. | 
will ask the Commissioner of Narcotics to do that. 

Incidentally, he asked me to express his regrets for not being here. 
He had a prior engagement with the Committee on Ways and Means 
for another narcotics bill in the current session. That is not a money 
bill, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypren. This committee is fully aware that no executive 
officer can voluntarily come before a committee of Congress and ask 
for more money than the Bureau of the Budget allows them. 

On the other hand, the committee has the right to ask the question, 
“How much did you ask for or how much can you use?” and the officer 
is perfectly free to answer such a question. That is the information 
we would like to have. 

Mr. Cunnrnauam. Mr. Chairman, I would be delighted to answer 
as forthright as I can and as responsive as I can to questions, with the 
limitation which you have just mentioned. 

Chairman Haypen. You are asked to do this. You are not volun- 
teering anything. 

Mr. CunninGuam. I am certain, Mr. Chairman, that you would 
not ask me a question that you think would get me in trouble. 

Chairman Haypren. We frequently do ask such questions. There 
is no doubt about the right of Congress to know what an adminis- 
trative officer, such as the Commissioner of Narcotics, thinks he ought 
to have and what he has asked for. How much were the others, sir? 

Mr. Cunntnauam. Will you let me read this just a minute, ‘Mr. 
Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Chairman, my recollection is that the esti- 
mates for 1957, which I said were sent over either April or May or 
1955, requested—do you want dollars, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Haypen. Dollars or agents. 

Senator Rozertson. We want dollars. The information is that 
you ought to have 75 agents. We want to find out what that would 
be in dollars. We want to know, first, what you requested in dollars. 
We would then see what the bi udget estimate was in dollars and what 
we have appropriated in dollars. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Let me ask Mr. Thomas, Mr. Chairman. He 
prepared that budget. I am so concerned with other matters that 
[ am not familiar with it. 

Do vou recall the amount of money that was put into your esti- 
mate, Mr. Thomas? Mr. Thomas wants to know if you want to know 
the amount requested for the Treasury Department, or the amount 
which went to the Bureau of the Budget. 
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BUDGET PROCEDURE 


Chairman Haypren. We want to know what the Treasury Depart- 
ment asked the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Are you prepared to answer that, Mr. Thomas? 

Chairman Haypen. What did you ask the Treasury Department 
for and what did the Department ask the Bureau of the Budget for? 

Senator Rosertson. One of our most controversial issues was the 
defense appropriation. The Secretary of Defense stated that all 
officers had to tell us what they had requested, first of their own 
armament centers and then what the Joint Chiefs had recommended. 
We then knew what the Secretary of Defense had sent up to us in his 
final budget. 

Chairman Haypen. There is nothing unusual about this. 

Senator Rospertson. We knew if there was a difference of opinion 
as to what was needed. 

Mr. CunnrinGcuam. I just offered the suggestion to Mr. Thomas 
that he might call the office and get a copy of the estimate. 

Will you call our fiscal office and ask them to pick up the estimate 
they sent over so as to have the exact amount of dollars? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Chairman HaypEen. You do not know exactly now? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. 

Mr. CunnrncHam. He only knows what was appropriated, Mr. 
Chairman. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


FiscAL YEAR 1957 BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Explanation | Number of | Gross ap- 
| agents propriation 
| 





Bureau preliminary estimate (May 1955) (without cost of proposed supplemental | 
pay increase) 


guesses we Sia eatin atte deta oka 353 $4, 187, 500 
Ceiling allowance by Treasury Department (without cost of proposed supple- 


Ee ey ae Se ee SS ee SP ee eS | 253 | 3, 100,000 
Estimate to Bureau of the Budget___- of Le Na iM aac een ne 253 3, 100, 000 
Plus cost of pay increases (Public Law 94)_________- Ane te awn ka ween net | 151, 730 

Total a Beha seek eee ee 8 ake SS ogi ka 253 | 3,251, 730 
Or SI Te eg ee a 253 | 3, 250,000 
Gm re ee ee Se as ® eae gene te © Besta ee 253 | 3, 250,000 


et ai | 








Senator Rosertrson. Mr. Chairman, we could ask the witness 
this question: It has been recommended to us that we should ap- 
propriate 75 additional agents in the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. 
What would that cost, sir? 

Mr. Cunnirncuam. I would say approximately $750,000, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. That figure conforms to the suggestion made 
by Senator Daniel. Senator Daniel broke it down into agents, 
clerks, purchase of evidence, and so forth. He said $782,500. Your 
estimate is about the same. 

Mr. CunninGuam. I would say approximately that, sir. 

TOTAL AGENTS AT PRESENT 

Chairman Haypen. How many agents do you have on the roles 
now? 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. We now have 243, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. How many agents can you carry with the 
funds that have already been appropriated for this fiscal year? 


Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Chairman, my answer will have to be as 
flexible as that money is. 
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There is no way on earth to anticipate what the operational costs 
are going to be. I mean by that the purchase of evidence, the travel 
to courts, and so forth. I would say that we could probably support 
an average agent strength of about 235. 

Senator Rospertson. As against 243 now, sir? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, sir. 


POSSIBILITY OF REDUCTION IN AGENT ROLLS 


Senator Rosertson. You are then going to drop down. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. We will have to let attrition go to work. 

Senator Roserrson. You will have what, sir? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Attrition will have to go to work sooner or later. 
The question of when attrition will have to start, Senator, depends on 
the expenses incident to important investigations as they come up. 
In the event they do not come up, which removes some money from 
the operating fund, we might not have any attrition. 


LETTER FROM SENATOR DANIEL 


Senator Roperrson. Have you read the letter of July 17 to Senator 
Hayden from Senator Daniel? 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. I read it this morning, Senator. 

Senator Ropertson. Do you agree with what he says in that letter? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Yes, sir; I agree with it, but I want to make it 
clear that I am not down here asking for more money. 

Senator Ropertson. I am talking about the need. Do you agree 
that the sale of narcotics is increasing and when the Federal Govern- 
ment has the sole responsibility, by going down to 235 agents you 
cannot adequately control it? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Senator, that is an obvious question. We can 
only do what we can with 235 agents. 

Senator Ropertson. You now have 243. Senator Daniel said that 
243 cannot do the job. He recommends that you ought to have 75 
more. 

Mr. CunnincuHaM. I have read the reports from the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the Judiciary subcommittee. I think they did 
an outstanding job on the whole proposition. I think they went into 
it thoroughly ie one end of the country to the other. 1 think that 
which they have done so far is going to be very beneficial. 


CRIME ATTRIBUTABLE TO NARCOTICS 


Senator Ropertson. You know that crime is on the increase. 
Senator Daniel says that 50 percent of the crimes in the big cities and 
25 percent in other places is attributable to narcotics and illicit drugs. 

Mr. CunninGHaAM. I think that is a fact. 

Senator Ropertson. If we want to strike a blow at crime we should 
hit here. 

Mr. CunninGHaAM. I have no fault to find with that argument, 
Senator. 

SMUGGLING ACROSS MEXICAN BORDER 


Chairman Hayprn. Senator Daniel stated in his letter that 90 
percent of overland smuggling of heroin and marihuana into our 
country occurs across the American-Mexican border. Is that an 
accurate statement? 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. | would say that is a good estimate. I take 
it he means just the smuggling that is overland, that which comes 
to the United States from Mexico. We do not have any coming 
from Canada as such. It might divert through Canada for use in 
the United States. 

It has not been so long since in cooperation with the Canadian 
Government we seized an enormous amount of heroin in Montreal 
which was destined for the United States. 

Chairman Haypen. They have been very cooperative; have they 
not? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. On anything, sir, that they can do. 

It is no secret that there is a boat on which we understand there is 
heroin. They will probably tear it apart when it gets to Montreal. 
Chairman Haypen. How many agents do you have in Canada? 

Mr. CunnincHAm. We have none, sir. 


NEED FOR AGENTS IN MEXICO 


Chairman Haypren. Would it be advantageous to have American 
agents in Mexico? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. I think it probably would. The narcotic busi- 
ness in Mexico is handled by the Bureau of Customs. They maintain 
an agent at Mexico City who is a very competent man and who gets 
along very well with the Mexican officials. Customs tells me they are 
putting another man at Monterrey, Mexico. They do all of the nar- 
cotic work down there. 

There is a deal brewing down there now to help the Mexican Gov- 
ernment apprehend a certain man who has been importing marihuana 
to Chicago. I think that Customs and we together will pay the ex- 
penses for that investigation. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Daniel suggested that if it is at the 
expense of the Mexican Government we should place more agents in 
Mexico. 

Mr. Cunntneuam. Mr. Chairman, with an adequate force of men 
I think we might do that. I think we can advantageously use men 
elsewhere, and trust the Customs to take care of those matters in 
Mexico. 

AGENTS IN EUROPE 


Chairman Haypen. How many agents do you have in Europe? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. We have three, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Is that enough? 

Mr. CunntncHam. We could use 10 very easily. It is a rather 
expensive operation. It has been very productive and money saving, 
in investigations that we make in Europe in cooperation with the 
European governments. I might say they are all doing it now, even 
Lebanon. What we try to do is to stop the flow of intended drugs 
for the United States, the clandestine factors which manufacture 
heroin. None of the governments over there fail to cooperate with us. 

As I say, it is an expensive operation. You have to pay agents more 
money. They get allowances. Their expenses are greater. You 

cannot get pe ople over there to work if you do not pay them. Thework 

a 3 men in Europe have done in the past year has been equal to 
what 25 agents have done here in the United States. That is my 
estimate, sir. 
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Senator Roperrson. You testified you now have 243 men and by 
attrition it will be down to 235 in fiscal 1957. Is that 235 taking into 
consideration the 15 we cnthintiaed you to place in your current budget’ ? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Let me explain that, Senator. If I am incor- 
rect, I wish the budget officer to stop me. 


ATTRITION PROCESS 


In 1955 I had a conference with Mr. Rose, who was then Under 
Secretary, about some increases over a couple of years. He was very 
much in favor of it, but for some reason or other that did not mature. 
Certainly, this is no criticism of Mr. Rose. On that basis we started 
to increase our force with good agents. | might say this to you, 
gentlemen, that we just cannot take the civil-service register and take 
the top three men. We have got to select them for their language 
qualification, their nationality, their color. The civil service has been 
very cooperative in letting us appoint people outside of the civil 
service for these positions. For instance, for Europe we have to 
select agents who can speak Italian and French. We have one 
Arab, who speaks Arabic. He is sick and has to come home. We 
sent an Italian over to replace the agent. 

We started to add agents at the end of fiscal year 1955, believing 
that this plan would go through. 

Separations from the Bureau during fiscal year 1956 were not as 
great as usual. There is no way to control that. These positions 
were added, the budget officer, Mr. Thomas, advised me, for the 
purpose ot replacing anticipated separations, which did not materialize. 

If they did go out and we had the money available we would ap- 
point. I might say to you that we have appointed an agent every 
time we have had available money. 

Senator RoBertson. That explains the factual situation. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. I am not a budget officer. I have been an 
enforcement man as long as I can remember. I think we were about 
$100,000 over on salaries last year. We were fortunate in having some 
reimbursables come through that we did not anticipate, which 
materially helped the situation. 


REIMBURSABLE EMPLOYEES 


Chairman Haypen. What are reimbursables? 

Mr. CunninGuHam. I hope you will pardon me for a going into 
detail. There is one man we have loaned to another Government 
agency. We loaned one man to a committee of Congress and another 
man to the House on a reimbursable basis, which we did not anticipate. 
There was a little bit more money recovered from the purchase of 
evidence which we did not anticipate. There is no way on earth to 
tell how much money you are going to recover. 

Chairman Haypen. You get no revenue from these drugs, is that 
right? 

Mr. CunntnGHAM. All the drugs we seize, Mr. Chairman, that are 
possible of salvage go into the stockpile. We have one agent who is 
assigned to handle that. I have another clerk who works with him. 

Chairman Haypsn. By stock, you mean what we are laying aside 
in case of a national emergency? 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. That is exactly right. 

Chairman Haypen. But you cannot tell us about trade to get cash; 
is that right? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. No, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. If you did you would deposit it in the Treasury 
anvhow; is that right? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. Would there be any difficulty, if we gave you 
75 additional men, in appointing them without regard to civil service 
on the basis of the budget? 

Mr. CunnincHam. No, sir. We only have 50 of those positions. 
I think we possibly have 20 of those type people on the rolls now. 
The civil service has just recently finished conducting an examination 
for Treasury enforcement agents and the registers have been set up. 

Frankly, | admit that we could not employ 75 men in 30 days, or 
60. I want to be honest about that. 

Senator Rospertson. Do you have sufficient leeway from the civil 
service if we give you the money to get the kind of men that you 
know you need, without saying he is No. 1 or No. 3 on a given register? 

Mr. CunninaHam. No, sir. We would not do that, Senator. 
They will let us appoint on this excepted class. We have 50 of these 
positions. I think we have 20 of them filled. We would have to use 
the registers for the remaining people. 

Senator Ropertson. If they give you 50 and you only have 20 now, 
would that not give you 30? 

Mr. CunninGuaM. That is exactly right, Senator. 

Senator Ropertson. If you could pick 30 more with unusual and 
peculiar qualifications, would that meet your situation? 

Mr. CunnineHAM. We would put those 30 on as rapidly as we 
could. I do not mean to say we would let down the guard, because 
we select these fellows very carefully, as I said, after a complete, 
thorough character investigation. That takes time. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Daniel suggested 75. If this commit- 
tee were to allow money for 30, how much would that cost? 

Mr. Tuomas. Roughly $260,000, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. As compared with the $750,000 requested. 
On the other hand, if you were looking a year ahead and worked up 
a budget estimate, of course, you would then prepare for the next 
fiscal year for more than 30. If you got 30 you would have to plan 
on bow many you need later. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. It would not take us too long to employ 30 
agents. 

Senator Ropertson. You could use them to good advantage; 
could you not? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, sir; we can use all we can get. 


SOURCE OF MORPHINE BASE 


Chairman HaypeEn. I would like to ask a little bit more about the 
Middle East, Turkey, Iran, Egypt, and Lebanon. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. That is the source of the morphine base from 
which heroin is made. Apparently, it is being made more in southern 
France than any other place. 

Chairman Haypen. The morphine base comes from that area? 
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Mr. CunninGHAM. The morphine base comes from opium. That is 
clandestinely made. 

Chairman Hayprn. They grow the poppies there; is that right? 

Mr. CunnincHam. Yes. The poppies are grown in Yugoslavia, 
Turkey, and Iran, from which the opium is made and from which the 
morphine base is made. It is just a couple of steps forward to manufac- 
ture heroin from morphine base. Do not misunderstand me. This is 
all done clandestinely. Lebanon is working with us. They did not for 
a long time. Iran is going to take over some control of the opium 
business which they think will be beneficial. 

Chairman Haypen. Turning to the Far East, how many do you 
have working over there? 

Mr. CunnincuaM. We have no one in the Far East, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Do you need anyone over there? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. We had a man we loaned to the Army during 
the war who was on General MacArthur’s staff and helped set up the 
narcotics control system in Japan. He learned some Japanese. Each 
year we have sent him over for 2 or 3 months. 


REPRESENTATIVES OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 


Customs maintains 2 representatives in Hong Kong and 1 in Tokyo. 
We have an office in Honolulu. There are three agents there. We 
have one agent in Alaska who does all of the work for the Treasury 
enforcement agencies. We have three agents in Europe. That makes 
7, leaving us 236 in the continental United States. 

Chairman Haypen. What I am getting at is would it be advan- 


tageous to have more agents in the Far East? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. I would not think so at this time, Mr. Chairman, 
because the language qualifications come into it. You are dealing 
with a conglomerate people. There are other Government agencies 
that are active in the Far East. They send us reports from time to 
time on information which they gather clandestinely. 

Chairman Haypen. Of the opium produced in China and other 
places, is an attempt made to get most of it into the United States? 

Mr. CunnineHam. There is a considerable amount of opium in 
North China. How much no one knows. They offered to sell some 
of it over here 4 or 5 years ago and, of course, we would not issue a 
permit for that. No manufacturer would have bought it if we had 
issued a permit. There is quite a flow of heroin coming from the Far 
Mast. That goes to the Pacific cost. 

It is being brought in by seamen. I do not think there is any 
syndicated operation going on where trunkfuls of heroin are being 
brought in. I think it is brought in more on a personalized basis. 
Heroin is a powder. It is not difficult to bring in a kilo of heroin 
around a seaman’s waist. There are not enough agents in the Govern- 
ment to search every seaman who comes off a boat. 


PRICE OF OPIUM 


Senator Ropertson. An ounce of it would be what, sir? 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. Pure heroin in the United States brings any- 
where from $300 to $800 an ounce. When they cut it and sell it to 
addicts the price goes up and up, as you can see. 
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Not long ago customs in New York picked a man up off a boat 
after he had declared and paid duties he owed on things he brought 
back from Italy. They discharged him. He started off the pier 
and some young customs inspector asked him what he had in his 
pocket. He had 46 ounces of heroin in a vest under his shirt. 

The cost of making a case now is more than formerly. Sometime 
ago we concentrated our effort on the sources of supply and the inter- 
state traffic in narcotics. We sought to have the local authorities 
handle the so-called smaller dealer who was selling $10 worth or $15 
worth of heroin. 

NECESSITY TO BUY EVIDENCE 


Since the Supreme Court decisions of 4 or 5 years ago on the law of 
search and seizures—of which I have no fault to find—it has been 
necessary for us to buy evidence. That means you have to infiltrate 
with the people who sell it, or you have to have surveillance. It takes 
a lot of surveillance. You need radio cars. These people do not 
walk. They ride in automobiles. Incidentally, we do not buy auto- 
mobiles. We seize all the automobiles we use. We have not bought 
an automobile for 20 years. 

Just to give you an instance of how that works, if you are not too 
busy, an agent in Pittsburgh was going to Philadelphia. He got on a 
plane and saw a Pittsburgh dope peddler get on the plane going to 
New York. He called his offic ‘e and the New York boys met the 
peddler at the airport at 10 o’clock and followed him until 8 o’clock 
the next morning. There were four agents. He got away from them. 
They went back to the airport, which was the only logical thing to do. 
Within an hour and a half he showed up and got on the plane. They 

called the Pittsburgh office. He got off the plane with 10 ounces of 
iisiiale. That is how you have to make cases. It costs money. We 
made a set of cases in New York against leading dope peddlers and 
smugglers. The cost in purchase along was about $40,000. One of 
those fellows forfeited a $95,000 bond. We are now trying to negoti- 
ate with the Italian Government to throw him out as a fugitive. 

Those are the operating costs of enforcement you cannot anticipate. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Daniel said there are 14 States with- 
out a single narcotic agent; is that correct? Would the Bureau not 
be better off if they had an agent? 

Mr. CunninGHAm. Not with the force which we have at the present 
time. I believe that statement is correct, sir. I believe it is 15. In 
several States we only have one agent. 

Chairman Haypen. If you had the additional agents you could put 
them somewhere else. 

Mr. CunntncHam. There would be occasions where it would be 
more advantageous to put them elsewhere. To take an agent who 
‘an produce smugglers and peddlers out of New York and put him 
in North Dakota would not be calling your shots properly. 


TRAINING OF STATE AND MUNICIPAL NARCOTIC SQUADS 


Chairman Haypren. Under the provisions of the bill the bureau is 
required to train State and municipal narcotic squads. How much is 
that going to cost? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I do not know, Mr. Chairman. We have been 
trying to train these people under a program. We have taken agents 
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from police departments, or State police, have sent to our offices. We 
let them go out and work with our men, do undercover, buy dope. 
We teach them all we can in the time they are there. 

Chairman Haypen. The Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted 
a very successful school. Would there be any advantage in your 
establishing a school? 

Mr. CunninGuHam. For police agents, sir? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHAM. It might be advantageous in more ways than 
one, because a school of that sort might last 60 days. They would 
vet a better fundamental idea of what was required of them in their 
local law enforcement with reference to narcotics. 


CLEARINGHOUSE FOR NARCOTICS INFORMATION 


Chairman Haypen. The bill also provides for a central clearing- 
house for narcotics information. The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
has a Fingerprint Bureau service for clearinghouse information. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. That is right. We are now in the process of 
establishing a Division of Statistics in the Bureau of Narcotics. We 
trying to find a statistician to take charge of it without hiring any 
other employees. Whether we will be able to do that we will soon 
find out. 

Chairman Haypren. The point is that you have now started a law 
to do that. What this committee would certainly want you to do in 
the next budget estimate next vear would be to have money enough 
to carry on that kind of an operation and state that is what it is for. 

Mr. CunninGHam. We will get that as quickly as we can. We 
are going to employ the statistician as soon as we can locate one. 
We will try to do it within the framework of personnel we have within 
the Bureau at the present time. We will probably find out soon 
whether we will be able to do that. 


NEED FOR SUBMISSION OF ESTIMATES 


Chairman Haypen. The only idea that I want to point out is this: 
Whether it would be possible, either by an action of this committee, 
or an action of the Judiciary Committee, to agree to give you more 
money at this time. That remains to be seen. Certainly, | know | 
speak with the entire approval of this committee to urge the Depart- 
ment to submit its budget to the Bureau of the Budget for the next 
fiscal year and ask for enough money to carry it into effect. It is 
true that there is some time yet before the budget is made up. It will 
be submitted next January. Is there sufficient time to do that if you 
get right at it? 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Yes, sir. Our estimates are over there now. 
They would have to be changed. 

Chairman Haypen. That is what this committee wants. They 
want the change made. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. I will certainly deliver your message. 

Chairman Haypen. I do not think there is any doubt about that 
at all. If the budget estimate is submitted and is in accordance 
with the provisions of this new law, and it is so stated in the estimate 
to carry out this provision, this committee would certainly want 
estimates submitted. 
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Mr. CunnincHaM. Do I understand, Senator, that you want the 
message relayed to them that you want the estimate for fiscal year 
1958 to include 75 new agents? 

Chairman Haypen. Yes; that is what the bill provides for. We 
want new agents. Look the bill over. Where there are directives 
in it that give you authority to do what needs to be done to carry 
the law into effect, we want you to ask for the money. If you will, 
please convey that information. 

Mr. CunnincHam. I will be delighted to convey it to them this 
afternoon. 

Chairman Haypren. The Bureau of the Budget ought to have an 
opportunity to pass on it. We can take it up with the Bureau of 
the Budget as to whether they will allow that, or not. 

We understand perfectly that every department of the Govern- 
ment has a ceiling placed on it. That is, the Bureau of the Budget 
decides the income of the Federal Government is going to be so much 
next year. Therefore, within that amount they have to divide it 
among the various departments. They will allot to your Department 
a certain amount of money. Under that ceiling you then have to 
break it down. We would like to have something else left out and 
more done about this, because I am sure the Congress is thoroughly 
convinced of the importance of controlling the traffic in narcotics. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Mundt? 

Senator Munpr. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you very much, Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. CunnincHAmM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


ALEXANDER HAMILTON BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY WILLIAMS, ALEXANDER HAMILTON 
BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypen. We now have the Alexander Hamilton Bi- 
centennial Commission of $110,000 to be contingent upon the enact- 
ment into law of House Joint Resolution 576. 

A copy of the estimate will be included in the record. 

(The estimate referred to follows: ) 


“For an additional amount for ‘Alexander Hamilton Bicentennial Commission’, 
$140,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That $110,000 of this 
amount shall be available only upon the enactment into law of House Joint Resolution 
576, Eighty-fourth Congress.”’ 

The Alexander Hamilton Bicentennial Commission was created by Public 
Law No. 601, 83d Congress, approved August 20, 1954, to prepare plans for 
signalizing the 200th anniversary of the birth of Alexander Hamilton, January 11, 
1957. Appropriations totaling $145,000 have been made against a total authori- 
zation of $175,000. 

This additional appropriation is necessary to enable the Commission to carry 
on its program. The language is so written that if House Joint Resolution 576 
should fail of enactment, the Commission would still have the benefit of the 
existing $30,000 balance under the current authorization of appropriation con- 
tained in Public Law 358, approved August 11, 1955. 


Chairman HaypeNn. You may proceed, sir. 
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Mr. WituraMs. Mr. Chairman, the House joint resolution which 
completes the authorization was amended in the House Judiciary 
Committee downward to $25,000. 

Chairman Haypen. Has it been reported to the House? 

Mr. Witurams. It was reported to the House on Tuesday, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. It has not passed the House; is that correct? 

Mr. Witut1aMs. It has not passed the house yet; no, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. In that case if this committee allows money in 
conformity to that legislation, if enacted, it will be in the amount of 
$25,000. 

Mr. Wiuurams. We have an unappropriated authorization of 
$30,000 now. That would be a total of $55,000. 

Chairman Haypsn. The total authorization could be as much as 
$55,000; is that correct? 

Mr. WILuIAMs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. This would still leave the Commission somewhat 
short of the funds estimated in the budget presented originally; is 
that correct? 

Mr. WILLuIAMs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. To what extent, sir? 


CARRYOVER FUNDS 


Mr. WituiaMs. To the extent that we had a carryover from the last 
fiscal year. We husbanded our resources against contingencies of 
about $65,000, or a little more than that. With $55,000 that would 
make a total of $120,000 that we would have. 

Senator Munprt. I cannot hear your answer, sir. 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. We had a carryover from the last fiscal year of 
about $65,000. If we get an additional $55,000 that will total 
$120,000, against the budget request of $140,000. We would be 
$20,000 short. 

Senator Munpt. Would $120,000 be adequate to carry out the con- 
clusion of the commemorative programs which have been planned, so 
you could plan to complete it with this money, or would you contem- 
plate additional funds will be requested? 

Mr. Wiuurams. We would have to have additional money, Senator. 
The Commission has 18 months to run. Being under $20,000 we 
could more than likely do with that during the fiscal year 1957, but 
the 6 months in fiscal year 1958 would find us short of funds. 

Chairman Haypren. Do I understand your work schedule will be 
completed 18 months from now? 

Mr. WituiaMs. January 11, 1958, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Munpt. The Commission ceases to function on January 
11, 1958, is that correct? 

Mr. WituiaMs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Your testimony is that you will need some money 
to complete the work for the last half of calendar year 1958, July 1, 
to January 11, 1958. Would this see you through and keep the 
program on schedule from now until July 1, 1957? 

Mr. WiuuraMs. That is right. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Munpt. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypren. Thank you, sir. 








348 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
ACQUISITION OF STRATEGIC MINERALS 


STATEMENT OF HON. FELIX E. WORMSER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, AND JOHN G. LIEBERT, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman Haypren. The committee has received an estimate in the 
amount of $91,670,000 for acquisition of strategic minerals. These 
funds are to implement the Domestic Tungsten, Asbestos, Fluorspar 
and Columbium-Tantalum Production and Purchase Act of 1956. 

This legislation has passed the House and Senate and is now waiting 
approval by the President. The act as presented to the President will 
be included in the record with the justifications. 

(The act and justifications referred to follow:) 


AN ACT To provide for the maintenance of production of tungsten, asbestos, fluorspar, and columbium- 
tantalum in the United States, its Territories, and possessions, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘Domestic 
Tungsten, Asbestos, Fluorspar, and Columbium-Tantalum Production and Pur- 
chase Act of 1956”’. 

Sec. 2. The Department of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
establish and maintain 

(a) a program to purchase, f. 0. b. carrier’s conveyance, milling point, no 
more than one million two hundred and fifty thousand short ton units of 
tungsten trioxide (WQOs) contained in tungsten concentrates produced from 
ores mined in the United States, its Territories, and possessions, meeting the 
same specifications and under the regulations in effect on January 1, 1956, 
for purchases of this material by the General Services Administration under 
the authority of the Domestic Minerals Program Extension Act of 1953 
(Public Law 206, Eighty-third Congress), at a base price of $55 per short 
ton unit: Provided, That the Department of the Interior shall not accept offers 
for delivery in any one calendar month, from any one producer, in excess of 
five thousand short ton units originating in any one mining district from 
properties controlled by such producer. For the purposes of the foregoing 
proviso, tungsten concentrates produced from ores sold to a mill or processing 
plant in accordance with regulations issued by the Department of the In- 
terior shall not be considered as the production of the owner(s) of the mill or 
processing plant but shall be considered as the production of the producer 
of the ores. 

(b) a program to purchase nonferrous chrysotile asbestos produced from 
ores mined in the United States, its Territories, and possessions, meeting the 
same specifications and under the same regulations and at prices in effect on 
January 1, 1956, for purchases of this material by the General Services 
Administration under the authority of the Domestic Minerals Program 
Extension Act of 1953 (Public Law 206, Eighty-third Congress) in the amount 
of not to exceed two thousand tons of Crude No. 1 and Crude No. 2 combined, 
and not to exceed two thousand tons of Ciude No. 3, excepting that Crude 
No. 3 may be purchased only when offered with Crude No. 1 or Crude No. 2, 
or both, at a ratio of not in excess of one ton of Crude No. 3 to one ton of 
Crude No. 1 or Crude No. 2, or both. 

(c) a program to purchase no more than two hundred and fifty thousand 
short tons of newly mined acid grade fluospar produced from ores mined in 
the United States, its Territories, and possessions. Fluorspar purchased 
pursuant to this Act shall meet chemical and physical requirements which are 
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not less favorable to producers than those set forth in the National Stockpile 
Material Purchase Specifications P-69a dated February 13, 1952. Purchases 
shall be made under the program at a base price of $53 per short dry ton 
f. o. b. carriers conveyance at producers milling point for base quality fluorspar 
containing 97% calcium fluoride and 1% silica on a dry weight basis. The 
base price shall be adjusted by premiums and/or penalties on quality which 
are not less favorable to producers than the following: 
1. The price shall be increased 1.1°% for each 1°% calcium fluoride 
above 97%, fractions pro rata, and/or 
2. The price shall be increased 4.2% for each 1% silica below 1%, 
fractions pro rata, and/or 
3. The price shall be decreased 1.1% for each 1% calcium fluoride 
below 97%, fractions pro rata, and/or 
4. The price shall be decreased 4.2°% for each 1% silica above 1%, 
fractions pro rata. 
As used in this section the term ‘‘short dry ton’’ shall mean a short ton of 
2000 pounds with 1% allowable moisture. AJjl moisture in excess of 1° shall 
be deducted from the delivery weight (out-turn U.S. Railroad Seale Weights) 
of the material accepted to determine the weight on which payment will be 
based. Adjustment of weight for moisture shall be accomplished by first 
deducting all moisture, as specified in Government analysis ‘certificates, and 
then increasing the dry weight by one percentum. 

(d) a program to purchase columbium-tantalum-bearing ores or concen- 
trates produced from ores mined in the United States, its Territories, and 
possessions, meeting the same specifications and under the regulations, and 
at prices in effect on December 1, 1955, for purchases of this material by the 
General Services Administration under the authority of the Domestic 
Minerals Program Extension Act of 1953 (Public Law 206, Eighty-third 
Congress) in the amount of not to exceed two hundred and fifty thousand 
pounds of contained combined pentoxide (Ch2O; plus Ta,Qs). 

Sec. 3. All materials purchased pursuant to the authority of this Act shall be 
held by the Department of the Interior to be made available to the strategie stock- 
pile or to be turned over to the supplemental stockpile created for strategic and 
critical materials in accordance with the provisions of the Act of July 10, 1954 
(Public Law 480, Eizhty-third Congress (68 Stat. 454)), as amended, as deter- 
mined by the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to establish and 
promulgate such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
Act, and may delegate any of the functions authorized by this Act to the Admin- 
istrator of General Services. 

Sec. 5. The programs established pursuant to the authority of this Act shall 
terminate on December 31, 1958. 

Sec. 6. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Department of 
the Interior out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Vice President of the United States and 
President of the Senate. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Acquisition of strategic minerals, Department of the Interior 
Request for 30 months from July 1, 1956__- $91, 670, 000 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 
To provide an interim assistance program for certain segments of the minerals 
industry pending the development of a long-range nondefense domestic minerals 
program as authorized by S. 3982 as passed by the Congress. These producers 
of tungsten, fluorspar, asbestos, and columbium-tantalum have devoted their 


capacity to meeting defense needs. Now that these needs are being met, they 
are faced with economic collapse unless temporary assistance is obtained. 
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Acquisition of strategic minerals, Department of the Interior 











| Increase (+) 
| Presently Revised or de- 
| available estimate crease (—), 
difference 
| 
_-_- ee C+ 7 -—-- —- --- —-_-_---eo | —--------_- SS -- | -——— —_— 
Program by activities: 
5, de EE INNO. 5.5. dnn snnnccvitésh bedemeskdeneensl d= aeoniioneiice $89, 150,000 | +$89, 150, 000 
i I i ie creat ncthiacindnirenientimatel Seb in indienne 2, 295, 000 +-2, 295, 000 
3. Administrative operations..............---.------------ ie eters se 225, 000 +225, 000 
Total obligations_-_..-..- Sistine adnnhsdaeheneehsalensbabdsiaayes 91, 670,000 | +91, 670, 000 
Financing: 
Appropriation. ..........-.---.--- snieniig ipetengnee, a SEES | 91, 670, 000 | +91, 670, 000 
Obligations by objects 
fae : 7 a 
Increase (+) 
Object classification Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 
Mg i er ey ee |e a A eee $91, 670,000 | +$91, 670, 000 





JUSTIFICATION 


The estimate of $91,670,000 for the procurement programs authorized by 8S. 
3982, as passed by the Congress, includes $89,150,000 for the purchase of strategic 
minerals, $2,295,000 for transportation, handling, and storage charges and 
$225,000 for administrative costs. 

S. 3982 authorizes and directs the Department of the Interior to establish and 
maintain programs to purchase limited quantities of tungsten concentrates, non- 
ferrous chrysotile asbestos, acid-grade fluorspar and columbium-tantalum ores 
and concentrates from mines located within the United States, its Territories 
and possessions. ‘These programs are to terminate no later than December 31, 
1958, but may be terminated prior to that time by the delivery of the stated 
quantities of each mineral within its respective program. This legislation provid- 
ing for purchase programs of the named strategie and critical minerals is an interim 
program recommended by the Office of Defense Mobilization, the Department of 
the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget. It is intended that these programs 
will provide the necessary assistance to large segments of the domestic industry 
in these commodities for an interim period pending the preparation of a long-range 
nondefense domestic minerals program by the Department of the Interior and 
consideration by the. administration and the Congress of such a program. 

The segments of the domestic minerals industry presently producing these 
materials have devoted their capacity to meeting defense needs. Now that these 
needs are being met these industries have no present market for their products 
and are faced with economic collapse unless temporary assistance is obtained. 
It was considered to be in the best interests of the Government to continue pro- 
duction from domestic mines of these minerals as a component of the mobilization 
base and to enhance our future supply potential in these commodities for peace- 
time industrial activity. 

The interim assistance program provided by 8. 3982 is supported by recom- 
mendations of the Office of Defense mobilization, the President’s Committee on 
Minerals Policy, the Department of the Interior and the congressional Committees 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. In these recommendations it is pointed out that 
there are nondefense problems in the domestic minerals industries which will 
require congressional action beyond the scope of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended. Purchase programs for other strategic minerals produced 
from mines within the United States, its Territories and possessions are being 
carried out under the authority of the Defense Productioa Act of 1950, as amended, 
and the National Stockpiling Act and it is essential in the interest of a sound 
minerals economy that the purchase programs for the minerals covered by this 
estimate be effectuated as rapidly as possible. 

The Department strongly urges favorable consideration of the request for 
financing the programs provided by this legislation. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. You may proceed, sir. 

Secretary Wormser. Mr. Chairman, the Department of the 
Interior is presenting for your consideration today a request for a 
supplemental appropriation to carry out the mineral programs 
authorized by S. 3982. This act is known as the Domestic Tungsten, 
Asbestos, Fluorspar and Columbium-Tantalum Production and 
Purchase Act of 1956. It is estimated that it will require $91,670,000 
to complete the 4 minerals purchase programs authorized. 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


The act authorizes and directs the Department of the Interior to 
establish and maintain programs to purchase limited quantities of 
tungsten, asbestos, acid-grade fluorspar, and columbium-tantalum 
from mines located within the United States, its Territories, and 
possessions. The programs to be established are to continue in effect 
until either the quantities specified have been purchased, or until 
December 31, 1958, at which date the authority under the act shall 
terminate. It is estimated that the quantities specified in the act, 
when considered in conjunction with the price schedules and current 
rates of mine production, are adequate to continue the programs for a 
period of approximately 2 vears. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Would that mean, Mr. Chairman, that you 
do not expect that the quantities specified in the act will be mined, so 
that you can purchase them faster than the authority of the act, or 
the time space of the act? 


TIME SCHEDULE OF PROGRAM 


Secretary Wormser. That is about right: yes, sir. It would take 
about 2 years to complete the purchase programs of this bill. 

Senator SaALronsTALL. This is mandatory under the act. We passed 
the act. 

Secretary Wormser. Precisely, s 


TUNGSTEN PURCHASE PROGRAM 


In the case of the tungsten purchase program, in order to spread the 
economic benefits of the program as broadly as possible over the 
producing industry, it is specifically provided that the larger producers 
will be restricted in the quantities which they can deliver to the 
Government. 

S. 3982 was passed by the Congress after extended hearings before 
both Senate and the House Committees at which voluminous testi- 
mony was taken from industry and Government witnesses. Testi- 
mony given at these hearings made it unmistakably clear that sub- 
stantial portions of the industries producing the minera!s covered by 
the act would be forced to close down unless some assistance were 
given to permit the continuance of operations during an interim 
period of adjustment to normal market conditions. These mining 
industries in principal part have been developed under aggressive 
procurement programs for defense purposes. Although continued 
acquisition of the minerals produced from these domestic mines would 
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not be justified if only defense considerations were involved, continu- 
ance of the operation of the mines is still a factor to be considered in 
the solution to problems centering around the maintenance of the 
domestic production component of the mobilization base in these 
commodities and the assurance of a source of supply for our expanding 
peacetime requirements. 


The administration recommended to the Congress the type of 
program authorized by the act. 


INTERIM PROGRAM FOR INDUSTRY SURVIVAL 


I should like to emphasize that the programs authorized by the act 
are considered to be interim programs only, necessary to the survival 
of these strategic mining industries during a period within which the 
administration and the Congress may give further consideration to a 
long-term, nondefense, domestic minerals program. It is expected 
that during this interim period some of the producers of these com- 
modities will be able to adjust their production to normal competitive 
market conditions. How many, and for what quantity of mine 
production, it is difficult to estimate at this time. There should, 
however, be developed new and additional information during this 
period which will be useful in managing a long-term program. 


DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO GSA 


It is anticipated that the Department of the Interior will delegate 
to the General Services Administration the necessary authority to 
administer the mineral programs as provided in the act. These 
programs have been most carefully devised to return to the Govern- 
ment the maximum results for the money expended consistent with 
the purposes of the legislation. The administration of these programs 
should be facilitated in view of the fact that the General Services 
Administration has conducted nearly identical programs for purchases 
of these and other minerals from domestic mines under the authority 
of the Defense Production Act, as amended. 

Chairman HaypEen. The law will be administered by experienced 
hands? 

Secretary WormseEr. Precisely, sir. 

The Department is requesting funds in a lump sum to finance the 
entire program to assure that adequate funds will be available and, 
further, to provide flexibility in carrying out the programs. 

In view of the fact that continuance of these industries is dependent 
upon carrying out the programs authorized by S. 3982 during this 
present fiscal year, it is urgent that funds be provided for that purpose. 


EXPENDITURE RATE 


Chairman Haypren. How much of the $91,670,000 is to be expended 
the first year, and how much the second year? 


Secretary Wormser. I would hesitate to make anything but a 
guess, Mr. Chairman. 


Chairman Haypen. The start must be slower than the finish, is 
that correct? 


Secretary Wormser. Not necessarily, because these mimes are in 
operation today, sir. 
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Chairman Haypen. All of them, sir? 

Secretary Wormser. I should say practically all of them are in 
operation today, Mr. Chairman. This is a continuation of their 
mining operations. 


LIMITATION ON MONTHLY PURCHASES 


I think it would be reasonable to expect that possibly even more 
production might come the first year than the second, because there 
will be a desire on the part of some operators, I suppose, to get the 
largest share possible of the quotas established by the act. Conse- 
quently, there would be an intense desire to produce. Of course, 
there is a limitation in the bill which provides that only 5,000 units of 
tungsten trioxide can be put to the Government per month, which 
would slow down the acquisition on the part of the Government. 


ASBESTOS PROGRAM 


Chairman Haypen. How about asbestos, sir? 

Secretary Wormser. That is a comparatively modest program, 
Senator Hayden. I think that would spread over the 2 years very 
nicely. 

Chairman Haypen. They claim that in Arizona they have some of 
the best asbestos in the United States. That is, it is free from iron 
and other materials. 

Secretary Wormser. It is a very good grade of asbestos that they 
have produced, sir. I believe that is around Globe. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Liebert has something on asbestos that you 
might want in the record. 

Mr. Ligsert. I know of your interest in asbestos, Mr. Chairman, 
and the Government’s too. There has been developed a pretty good 
quality asbestos as a result of the Defense Production Act program 
for asbestos, all of the material held to be available to the stockpile 
and for defense purposes. It is to continue the operation of those 
mines from the time of the cessation of the Defense Production Act 
program, that this new program is needed. Industry feels it is desirable 
to work on their many facilities, which very well could result in, and 
we hope that it will do so, a permanent asbestos industry in Arizona. 
It has to do with developing a type of milling facility to produce a 
particular kind of specification material which is the domestic market 
uses. They call it Canadian specification grades. It is anticipated 
and hoped that the industry during this 2-year period will be able to 
accomplish that purpose, and establish a permanent industry. 

We are working with some of the industry people now with that 
thought i in mind. 

Chairman Haypen. It would be highly advantageous if that was 
accomplished, of course. 

Mr. Lizsert. Everything that is reasonable, sir, is being done. 
The industry believes that this development is important, not only 
to the Indians on the reservations on which some of these mines are 
located to give them employment, but it would also provide a stability 
to the whole community there, as well as a source of asbestos for our 
mobilization base in the event we should require it in the future. 
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LONG HAUL ON ARIZONA ASBESTOS 


Chairman Haypen. Arizona is handicapped, of course, in the dis- 
tance from where it is produced to where it is used. The freight haul 
from Canada is much shorter. The asbestos used comes from Canada. 

Mr. Lizspert. The quality of asbestos in Arizona is very’ good. 
The fibers, however, have not been milled to satisfy the particular 
markets which have been built around the Canadian specifications. 
It is an attempt to break in, shall we say, to that Canadian trade. It 
is hoped that if the asbestos producing industry can be kept alive 
during the period covered by the bill that this objective will be 
accomplished. 

Chairman Haypen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman Haypen. Back on the record. 

Are there any further questions? 


MICA PROGRAM 


Senator Munpr. This program has nothing to do with the current 
mica program, does it? 

Mr. Wormser. The mica purchase program has been taken care of 
by Dr. Fleming under his existing authority, Senator, to carry on for 
another 2 or 3 years. That is taken care of in ODM’s existing 
authority. 

Senator Munpt. You gentlemen have nothing to do with that in 
your Interior mineral resources program? 

Mr. Wormser. We are deeply interested in mica. In fact, all 
metals and minerals. However, in developing the mineral programs 
that do not come under Dr. Fleming’s jurisdiction—that are beyond 
defense implications—we found we did not have to request legislation 
specifically for mica. Dr. Fleming takes care of this commodity under 
his existing authority. That is why mica is not in this bill. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much for your statement. 


Bureav OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 


STATEMENTS OF FRED H. MASSEY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS; EVAN L. FLORY, CHIEF, BRANCH 
OF LAND OPERATIONS; WILLIAM L. MILLER, CIVIL ENGINEER, 
IRRIGATION; AND WILLIAM H. FLANERY, ASSOCIATE 
SOLICITOR 


PROTECTION OF INDIAN WATER RIGHTS 


Chairman Haypren. The next item is an estimate of $250,000 for 
resources management, Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

The justification will be included in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Resources management, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Request - - - -- 


Sa i er li hae a aa asia sca ei NE gar $250, 000 
Appropriation Mn 2 ee adele Blac site iscae be _...--..$16, 200, 000 
Employment: 
Average number, current appropriation..._.....-._----- ee 1, 997 
Pueeneer INVOIVOG thie COMMIBLC.. £8 ni cee ewe cece -<55- 24 


Actual employment Mar. 31, 1956__..........___-_- ate 1,818 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The need for the supplemental appropriation has been occasioned by the need to 
accumulate the evidence necessary to sustain the claims of the United States for 
and on behalf of Indians and Indian tribes in the case of 


Arizona v. California, 
et al, in which the United States has intervened. 


Program and financing 


i 
Increase (+) 











Presently Revised | or de- 
available estimate | crease (—), 
difference 
Program by activities: 
1, Forest and rangelands__...-._-_.-. ates va $2, 680, 000 $2, 680, 000 
2. Fire suppression — -- a a 140, 000 140, 000 
3. Agricultural and industri al assistance on - 1, 504, 671 1, 504, 671 
4. Soil and moisture conservation 4, 184, 000 4, 184, 000 
5. Operation, repair and maintenance of Indian irrig zation | 
systems. indo 811, 329 811, 329 
6. Development of Indian arts and crafts_-_-_-.---- 108, 000 108, on 
7. Management of Indian trust property. 2, 940, 000 3, 190, 000 | +-$250, 000 
8. Repair and maintenance of buildings and utilities 3, 630, 000 3, 630, 000 
9. Weed control_.__.-- a leg 202, 000 202, 000 
I Rivnncc niin consign cecnesenncucscadeks 16, 200, 000 16, 450, 000 +-250, 000 
Obligations by objects 
Increase (+) 
Object classification Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 
Total number of permanent positions re 1, 834 1, 845 +11 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions__- ; : 234 248 | +14 
Average number of all employees cian ; 1, 997 2, 021 +24 
Number of employees at end of year- -_-- eee . 2, 200 2, 230 | £30 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions-__-- — $8, 512, 385 $8, 550, 300 +-$37, 915 
Positions other than permanent 914, 432 979, 303 +-64, 871 
Payment above basic rates_-__- ja diobiene ipa 42, 493 42, 493 
Total personal services otcedewtuanee ae 9, 469, 310 9, 572, 096 +102, 786 
02 Travel a 493, 080 548, O80 +55, 000 
03 ‘Transport: ition of things . 575 205, 575 +2. 000 
04 Communication services , 954 143, 454 | +-3, 500 
05 Rents and utility services_. 7, 200 142, 200 | +15, 000 
06 Printing and reproduction a 4, 055 29, 055 +15, 000 
07 Other contractual services. 161 1, 927, 875 | +50, 714 
Services performed by other r agencies , 72 9, 72 
08 Supplies and materials__..--.-...--- 2, 087 2, 686, O87 +-4, 000 
09 Equipment 5, 525 707, 525 +2, 000 
10 Land and structures , 000 600, 000 
15 Taxesiand assessments 109 18, 109 
Subtotal bt 16, 339, 780 16, 589, 780 +250, 000 
Deduct charges for quarte rs and subsistence : ar 169, 780 169, 780 
Pn i, a ‘16, 170, 000 16, 420, 000 +250, 000 


ALLOCATION TO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
07 Other contractual services (total obligations) 


ap Te a | 30, 000 30, 000 
Total obligations 


ere th oe ee ee 2 16, 200, 000 16, 450, 000 | +250, 000 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The need for the supplemental appropriation has been occasioned by the need 
to accumulate the evidence necessary to sustain the claims of the United States 
for and on behalf of Indians and Indian tribes in the case of Arizona v. California, 
et al., in which the United States has intervened. 

The claims of the Indians were put in issue by the Department of Justice, and 
the Department of Interior has been made to bear the burden and expense of 
accumulating the evidence for presentation in support of such claims during the 
trial before the special master. 

The scope of the proof required to sustain the United States contentions 
could not be known until the statements of position of the parties had been filed, 
and cannot be known until the issues are resolved. 

The early trial date has necessitated and accelerated an intensive effort to 
accumulate all relevant evidence, and requires numerous additional personnel to 
be engaged to develop said evidence. 

Because of the nature of the claims made, it has been and will be necessary to 
engage recognized experts to guide the efforts of others in their specialized fields, 
and consult with and advise Government attorneys before and during the trial. 

In view of the location of the Indian reservations involved in the pending suit, 
it is necessary that many persons charged with the duty of obtaining the evi- 
dence travel throughout the Southwest which of necessity requires the expenditure 


of large sums for transportation and per diem allowances. These costs are 
unavoidable. 


It will also be necessary to have the aforementioned experts and consultants 
present as witnesses, together with other technical personnel during the trial and 
for the purpose of interpreting testimony and advising the Government attorneys 


of the import of technical testimony of experts employed by the various State 
litigants. 


It will also be necessary to procure at least three copies of the daily transcript 
of the proceedings so as to keep the attorneys and experts properly apprised of 


the testimony adduced and expedite proper examination and otherwise keep 
abreast of the case as it progresses. 


Because of the large number of attorneys and experts representing other parties, 
it has been estimated by the attorneys charged with the dutv of directing the 
efforts of expert and technical personnel that approximately 75 copies of more 


than 5,000 pages of exhibits will have to be reproduced prior to the time that the 
United States must present its case. 


For the same reason, it has been estimated that 75 copies of photographic 
exhibits will have to be made for use as evidence. 


In addition, approximately 150 disvlay maps will have to be made if the Indians’ 
claims are to be properly presented. The same ora greater number of photographic 


reproductions of each will be occasioned by the fact that each attorney of record 
is entitled to a copy of each exhibit. 


It is necessary to purchase supplies and to rent office space, automobiles, and 
equipment, including office space in San Francisco, before and during the trial. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman Haypren. We will be pleased to hear from you, sir. 

Mr. Massny. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
supplemental estimate before you for discussion is necessary for the 
protection of Indian water rights. 

The United States has intervened as a party plaintiff in the case of 
Arizona v. California, et al. (Original No. 10), in the Supreme Court of 
the United States, in which case the rights of the several parties to 
the use of water from the Colorado River allocated to the lower basin 
States by the Colorado River compact of 1922 are involved. 

Among other rights claimed by the United States in this litigation 
are rights asserted on behalf of a large number of Indian tribes and 
individual Indians to the use of water for the irrigation of Indian lands. 
Although the Indian tribes and individual Indians are represented in 
this litigation by the Department of Justice, the burden and expense 
of formulating and preparing the evidentiary material in support of 
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the Indian claims during the trial has fallen upon the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. The cost of this work, including personnel, equip- 
ment and office supplies, office space, travel, and so forth, is estimated 
at $250,000. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has made no provision for this cost in 
its budget, and accordingly is requesting a supplemental appropria- 
tion for this purpose. 

We have with us this morning Mr. Flanery from the Solicitor’s 
Office of the Department, who is familiar with the details of this case 
if you wish to have further information on it. 

Chairman Haypen. We would be pleased to hear from you, sir. 

Mr. Fianery. Mr. Chairman, my name is William H. Flanery. 
I am Associate Solicitor, Division of Indian Affairs, Office of the 
Solicitor. 

I have no prepared statement with respect to this matter, but I 
certainly would be glad to assist the committee in any way I can in 
considering this item. 


IMPORTANCE OF LITIGATION 


I would like to say that this litigation in which our Indians in the 
lower basin are now involved, is by far, I think, the most important 
litigation that has faced the Indians in their history, not only with 
respect to the large number of Indian tribes and individual Indians 
involved in these lower basin States, but also with respect to every 
tribe, band, and community of Indians in the United States. 

That law with respect to the water rights of all these Indians will 
be settled in this lawsuit. It is extremely important, therefore, that 
this case be prepared from the Indians’ viewpoint with the greatest 
degree of skill and care. It is with that idea that this organization 
has been set up here, in order to prepare the evidentiary material that 
has to be gathered and formulated and presented in this ease in behalf 
of the Indians. 

WINTERS CASE 


Chairman Haypen. I understand that the Supreme Court of the 
United States, in what is known as the Winters case, definitely de- 
cided what the Indian water rights were; am I correct about that? 

Would you discuss the Winters case, please? 

Mr. Fuanery. The Winters case, decided in 1908, represents, of 
course, the leading case on Indian water rights. It established the 
doctrine that when an Indian reservation is established it carries with 
it the implied reservation of sufficient water from streams running 
through and bordering on the reservation, to adequately irrigate the 
Indian lands. The right of Indians under that decision is not de- 
pendent upon appropriation and beneficial use. They may use it as 
and when it is needed for the irrigation of their land. 

Wherever that doctrine is applicable, of course, it will be asserted 
here in this lawsuit. 


TOTAL INDIAN RESERVATIONS INVOLVED 
Mr. Chairman, there are differences, of course. We have some 28 


Indian reservations involved in this lower basin. There are differences 
in fact with respect to each and every one of those problems. 
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Chairman Hayprn. There are bound to be. For example, on the 
Colorado River Indian Reservation in Arizona, the stream goes by 
some 100,000 acres of irrigable land. Assuming the doctrine of the 
Winters case prevails, undoubtedly there is a water right to irrigate 
the full amount of that landin due time. The question then is whether 
Congress will appropriate the money to build the necessary facilities. 
When they do, that is that. 

In that case, I assume that evidence will be submitted to the master 
in the Colorado River Indian Reservation that they are entitled to a 
quantity of water out of the river necessary to irrigate the irrigable 
land. Is that about the way you go about it, sir? 

Mr. Fianery. That is quite right, sir. 

Actually, the Government, in its petition for intervention, has set 
up not only claims with respect to land actually under irrigation, but 
also the potential claims along the lines of the suggestion that you just 
made. 


Chairman Haypren. There is one other question I would like to 
have your opinion on. 


RIGHT TO SELL WATER FOR USE ON OTHER LANDS 


If the Indians have a right to divert water, or a quantity of water 
to completely irrigate the land that they have on a reservation, have 
they any right to sell that water for use on other lands? 

Mr. Fuanery. If you will pardon me, Mr. Chairman, that is a $64 
question. 

I might say that that question is before our Office for an opinion. 
We have not as yet reached a determination as to what the real 
answer is as far as we are concerned. 

Chairman Hayprn. The theory of the old Spanish law—that is, 
the law that we have known as prior appropriation and beneficial 
use—was that the first person to take water out of a stream acquired 
the right, as against all other persons, but that the water was wedded 
to the land. He could not say I have acquired a water right to irrigate 
so many acres of land in this case, and having acquired the right to 
do that apply it to some other piece of land in some other place. 

Is that the way you understand the law, sir? 

Mr. Fuanery. That is a fairly well settl: d rule, as I understand it, 
Mr. Chairman. In other words, if he does not use the water himself 
he has to let it go down to the other water users below. 

Chairman Haypen. That is the way I understand it. I do not 
know which particular case you have in mind. 

Senator Munpr. If he sold the land the water right would go with 
it to the new owner. You could not sell the water away from the 
land. 

Chairmar Haypen. That is the point exactly. That has been 
my understanding of the Spanish law. 


DOCTRINE OF RIPARIAN RIGHTS 


The difficulty we have, then, is that in some States they follow 
the English law, which is very different from the doctrine of prior 
appropriation and beneficial use of water being wedded to the land. 
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That is what we call riparian rights. The stre ams, as I understand 
it, shall be allowed to come by from one landowner'’s property to anoth- 
er undiminished in flow. Yet, you have to diminish the flow to irri- 
gate. I think there has got to be a lot of water law enacted by the 
eastern States for the doctrine of riparian rights to prevail, because of 
spray irrigation that is coming into use. You have a man on a nice 
creek pumping it out and proceeding to irrigate his corn crop, while 
somebody down below does the same thing and somebody up above 
does it, then if enough people up above do that the first man who used 
it would not have any water. 


PROBLEM IN MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


Senator Munpr. It is becoming a problem now, Mr. Chairman, in 
the Missouri River Basin, the dams built under the Pick-Sloane 
concept. The question is whether an individual farmer along the 
reservoir can dip in there and pump out some water on his land, or 
does he have to go through a Government-made ditch to do it. It is 
getting to be pretty complicated. 

Chairman Haypen. Undoubtedly, this water situation is becoming 
critical with respect to farm use by spray irrigation. Many of the 
States will have to consider some changes in their laws. Otherwise, 
there is bound to be a great deal of confusion. 

Fortunately, that is not involved in this case which is in the driest 
part of the United States. 

You mentioned 28 reservations that are affected by a decision of 
this kind. 

Mr. Fuanery. We have about 28 in the lower basin States, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Munpr. Twenty-eight that this decision is going to affect? 

Mr. Fuanery. Absolutely, sir. As I said, it has a more far-reaching 
effect than that, because it will fix a law with respect to Indians’ water 
rights as to all of our Indian tribes wherever they may be located. 

Senator Munpt. Do you have a list of those reservations with you? 


PETITION OF INTERVENTION 


Mr. Fuianery. Yes. We have the petition of intervention on 
behalf of the Government. Appendix 2 lists all of these reservations 
involved in the lower basin, except Nevada, Utah, and New Mexico, 
which States have come into the lawsuit since that bill was prepared. 
We have only 3 or 4 additional tribes in those States which will have 
to be added to that list. 

Chairman HaypeEn. Senator, we will include that list in the record. 

Senator Munprt. I think it would be interesting to show that there 
are a lot of places they have got to go. 

Chairman Haypen. Will you supply that for the record, sir? 

Mr. Fianery. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


e 
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CLAIMS FOR THE INDIANS AND INDIAN TRIBES IN THE LOWER BASIN OF THE 
CoLtorApDo RIveR BY PROJECT OR RESERVATION 


Main stream, Colorado River, Ariz.: 

Colorado River Reservation: 
Bottom lands 
Mesa lands 

Cocopah Reservation 
Fort Mohave Reservation 
Yuma Homesteads 

Gila River Basin, Ariz.: 
Ak Chin Reservation 
Camp Verde 
Fort McDowell Reservation 
Fort Apache 
Salt River Reservation 
San Carlos project 
Gila River Reservation 
San Carlos Reservation 
San Xavier Reservation 

Little Colorado River Basin, Ariz.: 
Navaho Reservation (small units) 
Winslow project (Navaho Reservation) 
Hopi Reservation 

Minor tributaries: 
Hualapai Reservation 
Havasupai Reservation 
Kaibab Reservation 
Shivwits Reservation 
Moapa Reservation 

Main stream, Colorado River, Calif.: 
Colorado River Reservation 
Fort Yuma Reservation 
Coachella Valley Reservation 
Fort Mohave Reservation 
Chemehuevi Reservation 

Little Colorado River Basin, N. Mex.: 
Zuni Reservation 


DIVISION OF WATER AMONG LOWER BASIN STATES 


Chairman Haypen. If this case should be decided upon the basis 
of so many acre-feet of water being available to the lower basin and 
the States of the lower basin, to divide that water on some equitable 
basis fixed by the court, would it be your idea that if the State of 
Arizona were allotted a certain quantity of water out of the river, 
that out of that quantity there would have to be a determination of 
how much of it went to the Indians? 

Mr. Fuanery. Mr. Chairman, I might say that California has 
filed three sets of interrogatories on the United States which are re- 
quired to be answered. The question that you asked is included in 
those interrogatories which have not as yet been answered by the 
Attorney General. 

These interrogatories are directed to bring forth a statement of the 
position of the United States in the lawsuit with respect to that very 
question, as well as with respect to the question of whether the claim 
of the Indians is against the river, not confined to the lower basin, 
but as against all the States in the basin. Those questions have not 
been answered. 

Chairman HaypENn. Does it appear to you that will be a practical 
solution? 
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Mr. Fuanery. It will certainly be one solution, and one that could 
be supported by sound reasoning. I do not know what position the 
Department of Justice may take. 

Chairman Haypen. I| am just asking you as a lawyer. 


COLORADO RIVER COMPACT 


Mr. Fuianery. Let me say, first, that the Colorado River Compact 
contains a provision in it which says that nothing herein contained 
shall affect the obligation of the United States to the Indians. 

Chairman Haypen. That is correct. 

Mr. Fuanery. Since the compact deals with water, my own feeling 
has been the effect of that leaves the water rights of the Indians out 
of the compact and, consequently, they would not be bound by any- 
thing contained therein. 

Carrying that out to its obvious conclusion, I think the claim of the 
Indians is still against the river and it is against all of the States and 
therefore not limited to the water allocated to one particular State. 

That, however, is my own personal view. 


ADEQUACY OF APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Chairman Haypen. You asked for $250,000. Of course, we do not 
know how long this case will be pending, or how long it is going to take 
you to assemble the information that you seek to present to the master 
who is considering the case at the present time. Will $250,000 be 
enough to do that? 

Mr. Fianery. We hope, Mr. Chairman, that it will. These water 
suits, as you know, are about the most difficult lawsuits to try. This 
case is, I believe, one of the greatest magnitude that has been before 
the United States Supreme Court for many years. 

Senator Munprt. This is not going to include the money the Depart- 
ment of Justice is going to spend in addition to this, is it? 

Mr. Fuanery. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. This is a question of getting in the evidentiary 
work. I suppose your services and the services of other attorneys who 
are listed with the Department will not be chargeable against this 
$250,000. 

Mr. Furanery. That is correct. 

Chairman Haypen. Just what will the funds be used for, sir? 

Just taking as an example the Colorado River Indian Reservation. 
If you look a situation over in that reservation and decide that the 
best evidence obtainable is that there are 100,000 acres of irrigable 
land there, and that being the case the Indians should have a right to 
divert enough water to irrigate their 100,000 acres of land, you would 
say as the Colorado River Indian Reservation that is what you want 
the Court to say, is that it? 


MINIMUM CLAIM OF INDIANS 


Mr. Fianery. As I understand the situation, the minimum claim 
of the Indians in all of these cases will be based upon whatever acreage 
and whatever water they may have at any time in the past used. 
That is the minimum claim. We would have to establish that by 
making the necessary surveys. We have to make soil surveys. We 
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have to make hydrological surveys. In order to accomplish -all of 
the things we have to do, we have to put on a number of engineers, 
hydrologists, soil scientists, and personnel such as stenographers and 
what not, in order to do the typing and make the copies that are 
necessary, Which, I understand, will probably be in the neighborhood 
of 5,000. 

Chairman Haypen. The point is this: If you take one reservation 
at a time and that is all you did, you could drag that procedure out 
for a lifetime. 

On the other hand, if you have enough force that you could examine 
a considerable number of these reservations at once, you will get 
through quickly. 

I am trying to ascertain whether or not $250,000 is enough money 
to complete the job. 

Mr. Massry. Mr. Chairman, the assistant regional solicitor who is 
located in Los Angeles and has handled this case, has worked with 
our area directors in Phoenix, Portland, and Gallup. They have 
cooperated on this estimate of what would be required. This is what 
they have presented to us as their needs to obtain the evidentiary 
material, make the surveys, do the mapping and prepare the docu- 
mentary evidence for presentation in court. We, of course, are 
relying upon their staff out there who are handling the work. This is 
their determination of what will be required to do this. 

Chairman Haypen. Is this supposed to be enough to do it in the 
next fiscal year? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir; the estimate is for fiscal year 1957. 

Chairman Haypen. In other words, to expedite the consideration 
of the matter by the master who has been appointed by the Supreme 
Court, I would like to even appropriate more money if you can get it 
done promptly, than not appropriate enough money and have it “drag 
and drag and drag. 

If that was the case the master could not make a finding and submit 
it in Court, because he would say the evidence has not as yet been 
presented to me. 

Mr. Massey. It is our understanding in the Bureau, and perhaps 
Mr. Flanery’s understanding, that the $250,000 will be adequate to 
develop the evidentiary material that will be necessary as the. case 
progresses. Whether or not the case will be closed during this fiscal 
year, I do not know. 

Mr. Fianury. I might say that the special master has indicated 


that he is not going to let any grass grow under anybody’s feet in 
this case. 


Chairman Haypen. Pardon me, sir? 


TRIAL IN PROGRESS 


Mr. Fianery. He is not going to let any delays occur in this case, 
unless they are absolutely unavoidable, and that he is going to get 
this case to a conclusion as quickly as possible. The trial of the case 
is now going on. It started on June 14. 

My guess, Mr. Chairman, is that the United States will probably 
be the last to present its evidence. It will probably be Arizona, 


California, and then these other States, although there is no assurance 
that that will be so. 
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California, for example, has been very insistent that the United 
States will go on first in order that the State may be apprised of the 
position of the United States on several issues involved. 

My guess is that the appropriation we are asking for here will enable 
us to complete the evidentiary material that we require in order to 
properly present the Indian claim. 

Chairman Haypen. From what you say about the master’s desire 
to expedite this case, if this information can be assembled in 6 months 
it would help him much more than if you waited a whole year to do it. 

Mr. Fuanery. Of course, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Munpr. I have none, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Haypren. Thank you for your appéarance, gentlemen. 

This hearing will be recessed until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SEssi0On, 2 P. M. 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Civi AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENTS OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER]SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION ; GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ADMINISTRATION; OSCAR H. NIELSON, DEPARTMENTAL 
BUDGET OFFICER; CHARLES J. LOWEN, ADMINISTRATOR, CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION; JAMES T. PYLE, DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR; J. H. TIPPETS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF AIR 
NAVIGATION FACILITIES; D. D. THOMAS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL; BILL DAVIS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
AVIATION SAFETY; AND ARVIN 0. BASNIGHT, BUDGET AND 
FINANCE OFFICER 


OPERATION AND REGULATION 


“For an additional amount for ‘Operation and regulation’, $13,968,000; and the 
limitation under this head in the Department of Commerce and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Act, 1957, on the amount available for hire of aircraft is increased 
from ‘$370,000" to ‘$570,000".”’ 


ESTABLISHMENT OF AIR NAVIGATION FACILITIES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Establishment of air navigation facilities’ 
$54,075,000, to remain available until expended.” 

In January 1956, Congress received a 5-year plan for improvement and expan- 
sion of the capacity of the Federal airways system, which serves both civil and 
military users. This plan was developed by the Department of Commerce and 
endorsed by the Air Coordinating Committee. The 1957 budget provided, and 
Congress has approved, $40 million for the first phase of its implementation. 

Since the 5-year plan was developed, demands on the Federal airways system 
have continued to grow rapidly. Air traffic has exceeded previous forecasts. 
Current orders for commercial jet transports indicate their introduction into 
service earlier and in greater numbers than originally anticipated. In the light 
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of these developments, a substantial acceleration of the 5-year program is neces- 
Sary. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation would provide $54,075,000 for 
procurement and installation of additional traffic control and navigation facilities. 
Major items included are en route and terminal radar equipment and the com- 
munications and other facilities needed to extend control over air traffic in air- 
space above 15,000 feet. It would also provide $13,968,000 for operating expenses 
associated with the expansion in the Federal airways system and the introduction 
of commercial jet transports into service. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
(S. Doc. No. 142) 


Operation ard regulation, Civil Aeronautics Administration, 1957 


Renwont Tor 1608) eer 106d 6 ssa sos ee Sh wee eee eee onie $13, 968, 000 
Appropriation, 1957__________- Pe ae Ne ee eM Screg ve $126, 804, 000 
Employment: 


Average number, current appropriation 
Number involved this estimate 


eae er ee ar 15, 640 
Be ee eee PP a ae 1, 445 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The significant increase in aviation activity over our recent forecasts and the 
stepup in jet transport production requires additional resources under this appro- 
priation. 

The funds requested are to strengthen the agency’s staffs who plan, engineer, 
and operate the Federal airways system of air traffic control and navigation facili- 
ties; to inaugurate control of all airspace above 15,000 feet, and to assure that 
aircraft, including jets, are properly certificated, inspected, and operated ana that 
airmen sre properly qualified and licensed. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Significant progress in aviation makes it necessary to request resources for more 
than the previously planned effort in controlling air traffic, improving aids to air 
navigation, engineering ot new aircraft, and inspecting the operation of aircraft. 
In aviation today, the quantity and quality of aircraft being manufactured and 
utilized makes it necessary to strengthen these safety services. For 1957, the 
Congress has authorized some expansion in this area—yet even greater effort is 
necessary. This results from the volume of activity growing at a rate in excess 
ot that forecasted and the placement of orders for new aircraft having a cash value 
of more than $1.5 billion since the plans for 1957 were developed. 

All indications now point toward inadequacies in authorized CAA services. If 
we are to meet the prevailing demand and effectively assure public safety we will 
need have: 


(1) manpower in our facilities in accordance with proven workload for- 
mulas; 


(2) manual control over all the airspace above 15,000 feet; 

(3) operational use of all air navigation and air traffic control facilities as 
rapidly as they can be placed in service; 

(4) additional personnel for developing required new air traffic control pro- 
cedures, supervising, coordinating and improving the quality of our air 
traffic control services; 


(5) adequate resources for inspecting the construction of new types of air- 
craft being manufactured; 

(6) additional agents to assure safety in the operation of aircraft; and 

(7) funds for procuring more air traffic control and navigation equipments. 

This latter item is in line with the previously planned 5-year program and is 
requested at this time in order to step up the rate of acquiring new equipments 
that will increase our capacity to assure safe use of the airspace. 

Considerable public concern has been expressed over the limitations of our 
services and there is coming to be a general recognition of the need for strengthen- 
ing the overall CAA operations. It is of primary importance to reckon with the 
time requirement for training an operationally useful specialist in air traffic control 
and other aviation specialists. It is ill advised to defer expanding the agency’s 
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capacity pending the development of automation in air traffic control. Under 
any conceivable automatic concept, the principal value to be derived is through 
greater capacity of the system and the manpower requirement will be expanded 
regardless of the system used. 

The continued expansion in volume of activities is exceeding the forecasts on 
which our 1957 budget was planned and the manufacture of $1.5 billion of new, 
largely jet-powered, equipment could not have been anticipated and included in 
the 1957 budget. In the past, much weight has been given to the economic features 
of the Federal airways system. Specifically, there has been a tendency to delay 
installing equipment which would improve safety until all of the ‘“‘bugs’’ had been 
worked out of them. This obviated the necessity for replacing installed equip- 
ments as refinements were developed and thus save funds. However, under this 
policy, the public was denied the use of new techniques and equipments during 
this period of refinement. The situation today warrants the installation of reliable 
new types of equipments as they are developed without waiting for the ultimate 
in refinements. 

Recognized limitations of our capacity to handle the volume of air traffic is 
delaying the expansion of aviation and these limitations will become progressively 
worse and cause more substantial delays in all commercial aviation, retard the 
military training program, and generally handicap the entire field of aviation, 
unless additional resources are provided. 

These circumstances, in our opinion, require a maximum of effort to utilize the 
equipments and techniques now known in order that safety can be assured in 
aviation. Therefore, consideration and approval of this request for supplemental 
appropriations totaling $13,968,000 under “Operation and regulation’ and 
$54,075,000 under “Establishment of air navigation facilities’ is requested. 


OPERATION AND REGULATION 


1957 appropriation adjusted to revised estimate 


Permanent Man-years Amount 
positions 


1957 appropriation - - 


i iiliea dn ta lst ee ‘ 16, 710 15, 640.0 $126, 804, 000 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION REQUEST | 
Federal airways: f ’ : 
Additional facilities and other requirements: New facil- 
ities, including 16 radar repeater scopes, control of air- 
space above 15,000 feet, interphone lines for peripheral 
communications facilities, and improvement of tele- 
typewriter networks for relay of air traffic control and | 
weather information : 942 508. 7 5, 727, 000 
Reclassification of facility operations pe rsonnel ; és 375, 000 
Subtotal___-__- lal : 942 | 508. 7 6, 102, 000 
Workload positions and training: 
Air route traffic-control centers ---- ‘ as 197 | 98.5 659, 000 
Airport traffic-control] towers and combined station/ 
towers -__- . ~ 184 92.0 642, 000 
Aeronautical com munications stations. oO : 287 143.3 737, 000 
Facility maintenance. -- 183 91.5 515, 000 
Operational and technical training for field pe srsonnel 103 77.0 1, 879, 000 
Planning, engineering, and supervision con 255 128.0 959, 000 
Personnel, payroll, supply, and accounting ; : 153 115.0 700, 000 
Subtotal___-__- ze sii : aid 1, 362 745. 3 6, 091, 000 
Suptotel, Pederal airwee:....=.. 1... 52.5... 6.. 2, 304 1, 254. 0 12, 193, 000 


Aviation safety: 
Transition to jet transport in civil aviation .__-_- 180 | 111.0 1, 017, 000 
Workload due to expansion of Federal airways and air- 


ports programs. -_- sbegsta egal tgs cian Mein dhlaiesie ee 32 24.0 209, 000 
Deemphasis of designee | sy stem.____- 2 cilia albaooaslbabicc 66 | 46.0 474, 000 
Personnel, payroll, supply, and ac counting- eee 14 10.0 75. 000 

Subtotal, aviation safety--.___-_----- i : 292 191.0 1,775 000 

Total supplemental appropriation request - -- - = 2, 596 1, 445.0 13, 968, 000 

Total 1957 appropriation and supplemental estimate - - - - 19, 306 17, 085. 0 140, 772, 000 
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Federal airways 


Additional facilities and other requirements, $6,102,000.—As of the present time, 
military jet operations constitute approximately 50 percent of the total flying 
hours of the United States Air Force. It can be expected that the hours of jet 
operations will constantly increase as piston-powered aircraft are replaced by 
jet-type aircraft. Several scheduled airlines are converting to turboprop air- 
craft, and manufacturers have taken orders for the production of jet transports 
for civil use. For reasons of operational efficiency these aircraft fly at the higher 
altitudes, and every minute saved en route provides added safety upon reaching 
destination. Therefore, they normally fly direct routes which place them out- 
side the airway structure where no air traffie control is provided during a large 
portion of their flight. In addition, many of the higher performance piston-type 
aircraft utilizing the medium high altitudes above 15,000 feet fly direct routes 
and likewise are not afforded the protection of air traffie control. 

It is planned initially to control all airspace above 24,000 feet with a lowering 
of this control to all airspace above 15,000 feet by the latter part of fiscal year 
1957. In order to provide this control in the continental United States, addi- 
tional sectors, or operating positions, will be established in existing air-route 
traffic-control centers, requiring an increase of 894 positions and $5,131,000. 
Included in this amount is the cost of rearranging existing center terminal com- 
munications equipment and the addition of new terminal equipment to accommo- 
date the new sectors, communications lines connecting centers to peripheral 
communications sites, and maintenance of peripheral communications equip- 
ment. It should be noted that the plan for control of all airspace above 15,000 
feet will provide a minimum program using manual control methods. The ulti- 
mate program required to meet fully the needs for control of this airspace demands 
positive control of aircraft at all times to avoid collisions at high closing rates 
under all weather conditions. To efficiently accomplish positive control under 
good weather, as well as instrument weather, a network of radar facilities is 
required. The ultimate program will make use of available and new radar 
installations as proposed in the Federal airways 5-vear plan and the cost will be 
considerably in excess of that requested for this initial program. 

Provision has been made in this estimate for the staffing of additional airport 
surveillance radar repeater scopes that will be ready during 1957 for use in radar 
control of inbound and departing air traffic, additional communications lines 
needed for use of remote communications facilities, and for improvement of tele- 
typewriter networks used to relay air traffic control and weather information. 
These items will require 48 positions and funds in the amount of $596,000. 

Revised Civil Service Commission classifications standards, which will increase 
our cost for over 1,500 operations positions by an average difference of one GS 
grade, are expected to be ready for implementation in the immediate future. The 
annual cost is estimated at $500,000. In order that these operations personnel 
may receive pay commensurate with their responsibilities an amount of $375,000 
is included in this estimate to place the revised standards in effect for 9 months of 
fiscal year 1957. 

Workload positions, $6,091,000.—Air traffic activity has for some time exceeded 
the official forecasts, furthermore, the resources made available for the air traffic 
control program have lagged behind the level of activity and workload as fore- 
casted. More flights are being conducted than previously estimated and an in- 
creasing number are being planned, in the interest of their own safety, under 
instrument flight rules rather than visual flight rules, thus adding to the workload 
of controlling traffic. This increased volume of activity being experienced, and a 
real need to speed up the overall 5-year plan recently presented to the Congress, 
make it imperative that we proceed now to increase the number of air-traffic-control 
personnel and provide for their training so they may reach the required level of 
proficiency with minimum loss of time and on-the-job instruction. 

The basie units of work used in our manpower formulas to determine the num- 
ber of operating personnel required are fix postings in air-route traffic-control 
centers, traffic points in airport traffic-control towers, and activity points in aero- 
nautical communications stations. Activity experienced in 1956 has exceeded 
the estimates which formed the basis of the regular 1957 budget as indicated by 
the following tabulation: 
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Estimate provided Percent 

| 1955 | in 1957 regular | Revised estimate | increase 

| (index budget ove! 

} year) Ses Ea et aed regular 

| | budgs 

| 1956 1957 1956 1957 estimate 
Ajir-route traffic-control centers 100 115 132 123 141 9 
Airport traffic-control towers and com- | 

bined station/towers 100 109 119 111 12] 2 

Aeronautical communications stations 100 l 132 11é 132 


Our maintenance formulas reflect the best judgment of agency personnel as 
to the minimum maintenance needs, and additional positions to meet the full 
requirement of these formulas and necessary indoctrination training on CAA 
equipments have been included in this estimate. Provision has been made for 
training flight inspectors to meet the need for this category of personnel who 
flight-check air navigation aids for accuracy and dependability, and for interphone 
lines between centers, towers, and stations for use in the control of air traffie. 

For these purposes 668 positions are required in air route traffie control centers, 
airport traffic control towers, and aeronautical communications stations, 183 
for facility maintenance, and 103 for operational and technical training of field 
personnel. In addition, there is an urgent requirement for 255 personnel for 
planning, engineering, and supervising of the accellerated air traffic control estab- 
lishment and operational program, and 153 employees are required for related 
personnel, payroll, supply, and accounting services. 

Aviation safety 

This program has been reducing for several years and staffing levels have con- 
tracted from 1,924 positions in 1949 to 1,381 positions in the current year. The 
retrenchment of over 500 positions in this activity occurred during a period marked 
by the introduction of larger and more complex aircraft, expansion in miles of 
scheduled operations, increasing numbers of passengers carried, and the growing 
acceptance and use of aircraft by the public. 

The placement of air-carrier orders for jet-transport aircraft has created com- 
petitive and economic pressures which are forcing the development of new manu- 
facturing techniques. The resulting demand for engineering and inspection serv- 
ices by industry is in excess of available resources. In addition, the workload of 
regulating the heavy volume of air-carrier operations today is assuming critical 
proportions. As the aviation industry undertakes a major expansion, the need 
exists now in planning for the future of civil aviation in the fields of airworthiness, 
operation, and airmen standards. 

To assure that aircraft are properly certificated, inspected, and operated, and 
that pilots and other airmen are properly qualified and licensed, supplemental 
funds of $1,775,000 are requested for the following program areas: 

Transition to jet transports, $1,017,000.—The rapid acceleration of air- 
carrier orders for jet-transport aircraft was not anticipated in planning budgetary 
requirements for fiscal year 1957. Complexities of jet equipment and the inade- 
quacy of existing regulations are creating overwhelming problems in airworthiness 
and certifications; in developing appropriate operating and maintenance standards, 
en route flight procedures and terminal-approach patterns; and in revising exami- 
nation standards for testing the competency of flight and ground crewmen who will 
handle this equipment. Applications have been received for type certification of 
United States jets involving 9 separate certificated models; and, in addition, 8 
foreign manufacturers have applied for type certification of turbine and jet 
powered transports including the British Comet IV. Applications have also been 
received for certification of three new United States transport helicopters, both 
jet and conventional power types. 

The development of a new aircraft, particularly in the jet-transport category, 
to a stage where it is considered safe for use from a standpoint of design, per- 
formance, and operation, is a process requiring a minimum of 2 and as many as 
4 years of technical work. Training engineering and agent personne! so they 
can function at capacity and with a minimum of supervision requires 2 years. 
With the production delivery of the first United States jet transport scheduled for 
August 1958, it is urgent that additional engineers, flight-test pilots, air-carrier 
maintenance and operations agents be hired and trained to accomplish this heavy 
workload. 
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To perform their assigned tasks, aviation safety agents must be well trained to 
fly the aircraft being used by the airlines. Our engineering flight-test agents 
must fly jet aircraft to determine their airworthiness before they can be certifi- 
cated for use by the air carriers. Air-carrier agents must be particulariy famisiar 
with flight characteristics and performance limitations to assure that safe operat- 
ing procedures have been provided and are being followed. 

An increase of $1,017,000 requested in this supplemental estimate provides 
$897,000 to finance 180 new positions in the above categories of work for an 
average employment of 7.5 months dtring fiscal year 1957; and $120,000 for 
rental of jet aircraft flight time required by aviation safety agents as part of an 
orderly jet-training program including both flight and ground courses. 

Workload due to expansion of Federal airways and airports program, $209,000.— 
The commissioning, decommissioning, and relocation of an airways facility, or 
change in the configuration of an air-carrier airport, represents a workload factor 
for aviation safety agent personnel who are responsible for developing instrument- 
approach procedures at airport terminals and ensroute along the airways. These 
agents perform safety-analysis work and provide technical information to assure 
that the facility is compatible with the needs of the system and that subsequent 
demands for operating procedures can be satisfied. This work involves study of 
the route structure; terrain; obstructions; instrument departure and arrival 
procedures; communications coverage; holding patterns and operating procedures 
necessary for optimum safety in carrying out air traffie control responsibilities. 
Fiscal year 1957 budgetary requirements for this function were developed prior 
to authorization of the Federal airways 5-year plan and the expanded airports 
construction program. In order to perform the related aviation safety workload 
a supplemental appropriation of $209,000 is requested to finance 32 additional 
positions for an average employment of 9 months during fiscal year 1957. 

Deemphasis of designee system, $474,000.—In the past, the use of industry 
representatives has provided additional effort needed to keep abreast of expanding 
aviation safety workload. However, experience shows that this system is no 
longer satisfactory in maintaining adequate standards of safety since the problems 
of training, supervising, and monitoring work performance of approximately 6,000 
designees far exceed gains in terms of reduced workload. A survey of pilot and 
mechanic designated examiners reveals an average of 4 percent applicant dis- 
approvals compared to a disapproval factor of 18 percent of the applicants 
examined by CAA agents. It is believed that this range of difference represents 
a soft area of potential accidents. The fiscal year 1957 budget request for this 
function was based primarily on plans to delegate authority to responsible in- 
dustry segments through changes in the Civil Aeronautics Act. Present indica- 
tions are that industry is not willing to accept the responsibility for certifying 
compliance with airworthiness directives which have been fixed by statute in the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, and that the act will not be amended in the 
near future. 

We plan to reduce substantially the number of designees during fiscal year 1957. 
In order to do this in a positive and efficient manner it is necessary for our flight 
inspectors to conduct widespread reexaminations of designated flight instructors, 
and their students, in order to eliminate those not meeting standards. An 
increase of $394,000 is requested in this supplemental estimate to permit staffing 
66 aviation safety personnel in flight instruction, engineering, manufacturing 
inspection, pilot, and mechanic examination areas where the present use of desig- 
nees has proven ineffective. Funds requested will finance these additional positions 
for an average of 7.5 months during fiscal Iear 1957. In addition, this estimate 
provides funds in an amount of $80,000 for rental of aircraft required in the 
reexamination of ftight instructors. 

Personnel, payroll, supply and accounting, $75,000—This represents a pro- 
portionate share of cests associated with related workload for such supporting 
functions as personnel, payroll, supply, and accounting. The funds requested will 
finance 14 positions in the above categories of work for an average of 9 months 
during fiscal year 1957. These positions are required in support of the aviation 
safety program contained in the supplemental estimate, 
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Program and financing 























| Increase (+) 
Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
| difference 
Program by activities 
1. Federal airways : $109, 626,000 | $121,819, 000 | +$12, 193, 000 
2. Aviation safety 13, 615, 000 15, 390, 000 +1, 775, 000 
3. Airports ; ' 3, 563, 000 3, 563, 000 etches 
Total obligations 7 ease : | 126, 804, 000 140, 772, 000 +13, 968, 000 
Financing: Appropriation * eae 126, 804, 000 140, 772, 000 +13, 968, 000 


Obligations by objects 


| 
| Increase (+) 
Object classification Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Total number of permanent positions ite ‘ 16, 710 19, 306 | +2, 596 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions Grvlcacnmib ek 149 150 | +1 
Average number of all employees Sais oe i 15, 640 17, O85 +1, 445 
Number of employees at end of year- : 16, 513 19, 109 


4-2, 596 


01 Personal services: | 


Permanent positions = annie “ | $90, 888, 193 $99, 485, 021 +$8, 596, 828 
Positions other than permanent__------- | 512, 874 516, 408 +3) 534 
Regular pay above 52-week base-_.-..--------- 124, 907 133, 620 +8) 713 
Payment above basic rates___- : _ 6, 752, 469 6, 975, 407 292 938 


Other payments for personal services arate pala 8, O45 Cee ts ey 
Total personal services. i i eealelnteanihe 98, 287, 388 107, 119, 401 +8, 832,013 
02 Travel... oe Gog ne Ecos 4, 563, 703 | 6, 158, 701 +1, 594, 998 


| 
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03 Transportation of things 1, 450, 968 1, 666, 283 +215, 315 

04 Communication services 8, 971, 287 11, 736, 848 +2, 765, 561 

05 Rents and utility services.................... Seid welcnton 3, 655, 711 3, 682, 726 +27, 015 

06 Printing and reproduction. -.--.--.----- ered oe 241, 579 242, 721 +1, 142 

ee ee Rs oo oo ence nec ceaeccns 2, 044, 470 2, 289, 208 +244, 738 ; 
Services performed by other agencies 44, 625 44, 625 }_._- : 4 

08 Supplies and materials_- : gels _.-| 6,357, 168 6, 495, 486 +138, 318 = 

09 Equipment : ‘ ; 1, 451, 525 1, 599, 425 | +147, 900 3 

11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions___- | 18, 741 19, 741 +1, 000 y 

15 Taxes and assessments-- - 105, 679 Oe Vee cesons sai : 
| wnccseuncemaccavenvsncn| Sat, eR eee | 145, 800RE8 T 4-18 908 000 3 

Deduct charges for quarters and subsistence = 392, 844 392. 844 | ‘ 


Total, Civil Aeronautics Administration -----| 126,800, 000 140, 768, 000 +13, 968, 000 


ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, OFFICE OF NAVAL 
RESEARCH 








07 Other contractual services..................-.---..- ee 4,000 | GR eit eergecen ; 
Patel bien. ico ce ee ....-----| 126,804,000 | 140,772,000 | +13, 968, 000 i 
— > _—_ -§ = ————————_—_—_—_ | ——{—_—_——— A 
Average salaries and grades: | 
General schedule grades: i 
Average salary Se a aches ee et, sae $5, 408 $5, 878 $5, 881 '@ 

A PEIRES GIES ooo 2 ooo orcaemonex sets ceianead | GS-8.2 | GS-8.3 GS8-8.6 
Grade established by act of Oct. 15, 1949 (49 U. S. C. 421): 7 
Pe IN veties nd in ko cee asnk nek wemeesenn eae $15, 000 $15, 000 $15, 000 ? 
Ungraded positions: Average salary_.............- sean 4, 545 5, 099 5, 078 ts 
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atest authorizations, See and balances 


Increase (+ 

Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 





RUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 


Appropriation $126, 804,000 | $140, 772, 000 +$153, 968, 000 
Obligated balance brought forward 14, 750, 181 14, 750, 181 
Total budget authorizations available_- 141, 554, 181 155, 522, 181 +13, 968, 000 
EXPENDITURES AND RALANCES 
Eapenditures— 
Out of current authorizations ; 110, 000, 000 122, 000, 000 +-12, 000, 000 
Out of anticipated supplemental appropriation 225, 000 225, 000 
Out of prior authorizations_..___._- ; 3 : 13, 775, 000 13, 775, 000 
ION in income nnsestovnahandes 8 4, 000, 000 1 :6, 000, 000 +-12, 000, 000 
Obligated balance carried forward_____.______ 554, 181 19, 522, 181 +1, 968, 000 
fotal expenditures and balances. .............-- 141, 554 181 155, 522, 181 +-13, 968, 000 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 
(S: Doc. No. 142) 
Establishment of air navigation facilities, Civil Aeronautics Administration, no year 


tequest for fiscal year 1957, to remain available until expended___ $54, 075, 000 
aRereurInmOD.- 1001 .........0.525-56--5546.5- : $40, 000, 000 
Employment: 

Average number, current aaeeyee sadn. : oe a 


584 
Number involved this estimate___ sand 55 


1 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


These funds are requested to step up the Federal airways plan for procurement 
of air-traffic control and navigation equipments, including facilities for control 
of all airspace above 15,000 feet. The requested equipments can be ordered 
immediately and when installed will substantially increase the capacity and 
efficiency of the Federal airways system and enhance the safety of flight opera- 
tions, 

ESTABLISHMENT OF AIR NAVIGATION FACILITIES 


1957 appropriation adjusted to revised estimate 
1mount 


$40, 000, 000 


1957 appropriation__......___-_-- = 


Supplemental appropriation request: 
Establish 80 very high frequency omniranges 
Establish 13 long-range radar facilities for en route traffic 


6, 880, 000 


130, 000 


control_ ___- ict i wot 14, 
Establish 23 airport ‘surveillance radar facilities 11, 270, 000 
Manual control of all airspace above 15,000 feet____________- 21, 795, 000 

Total supplemental appropriation request_._..__.._._----- 54, 075, 000 

Total 1957 appropriation and supplemental estimate______- 94, 075, 000 


For the establishment of air navigation facilities program our plan is to step up 
the Federal airways 5-year plan for procurement and installation of air traffic 
control and navigation equipments, including inauguration of control of all air- 
space above 15,000 feet in the interest: of-safety for aireraft-operations conducted 
at the medium and high altitudes. The requested equipments can be ordered 
immediately and when installed, will substantially increase the capacity and 
efficiency of the Federal airways system and enhance the safety of flight operations. 








372 | SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


AIR NAVIGATION ELECTRONIC AND VISUAL FACILITIES 


1. Establish 80 very high frequency omniranges at an estimated cost of $6,880,006 

The 80 additional facilities are requirements for increasing the capacity of the 
traffic control system. They will be located at traffic hub and potential hub 
locations for ingress, egress and bypass purposes; for additional new routes and 
multiple routes in areas of high density traffic; for navigational signal coverage 
at lower altitudes in certain areas; and for navigation guidance of high-altitude 
high-speed aircraft flying on direct or great circle routes. 


AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWERS AND CENTERS 


. Establish 13 long-range radar facilities for en route traffic control at an estimated 
cost of $14,130,000 


These radar equipments are essential parts of the future air traffic control system 
that will permit transition from manual control techniques to positive control 
of en route traffic. The requested units will complete the aicagle radar coverage 
for en route control over the San Diego-San Francisco airway and meet the need 
for radar coverage in 12 other areas of high density air traffic. With this equip- 
ment controllers can reduce the current separation between en route aircraft at 
the same altitude and greatly increase utilization of airspace. 


2. Establish 23 airport surveillance radar facilities at an estimated cost of $11,270,000 


These are short-range radar units used at air terminals to safely separate air- 
craft in congested areas. 

This program will provide airport surveillance radar equipment for 23 additional 
locations now meeting the criteria for this equipment. The equipment permits 
use of 3-mile minimum separation between aircraft operating at the same altitude 
in terminal areas in lieu of time separation thereby substantially reducing the time 
interval between landings and between departures. 


3. Manual control of all airspace above 15,000 feet, $21,795,000 


This item is required to assure safety through e.tending manual control from 
the narrow airways to all airspace above 15,900. Through this process aircraft 
operating under instrument flight rules will be afforded the protection of air 
traffic control. 

The regular 1957 program for establishment of air navigation facilities included 
funds in the amount of $1,580,000 for facilities ne*essary for control of all air- 
space above 24,000 feet. As indicated in the general statement and under the 
“Operation and regulation’? supplemental appropriation request, our plans are 
to lower the altitude above which all airspace would be controlled to 15,000 feet. 
The total cost of providing adequate communications coverage at 15,000 feet and 
the modification and expansion of existing air route traffic control center facilities, 
including relocation to suitable quarters where necessary to obtain the required 
space, is estimated at $23,375,000. This requires an increase of $21,795,000 over 
the amount of $1,580,000 made available in the regular appropriation act. 


Program and financing 











Increase (+) 
Presently Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 
iin ay” by activities: 
Air-navigation, electronic, and visual facilities_- ...-| $15,470,000 | $18,960,000 | +-$3, 490,000 
2 Intermediate landing fields__.......................---- 244, 000 DE ccennasamanee 
3. Air traffic control towers and centers_._..___-_-------_- 17, 686, 000 50, 196,000 | +32, 510,000 
4. Aeronautical communications stations___.__........___- 3, 115, 000 yy eae all saa 
5. Housing, utilities, and miscellaneous. __.............__- 485, 000° Ec era cn wna 
Total obligations__..__.- ian igi eeecaniseecdiio kan einen oie ead ial 37, 000, 000 | 73, 000,000 | -+-36, 000, 000 
Financing: 


Unobligated balance brought forward 


oie oe —12, 159,814 | —12, 159,814 | aan 
Unobligated balance carried forward __ 


eee _..| +15, 159, 814 | +33, 234, 814 | +18, 075, 000 
a i i a Re Bs eet 40, 000, 000 94, 075, 000 +54, 075, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


Increase (+) 
Object classificaiton Presently . Revised or de- 
available estimate crease (—), 
difference 


[otal number of permanent positions___..............--..- . 645 895 +250 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions_____...........-- Ys 128 +30 
Average number of all employees. ________-_____- ; a ees 584 739 +155 
Number of employees at end of year__.........-....--.-_---- 683 943 +260 
01 Personal services: 
Permanent positions Fa Se ee ronda hs eaoteals $2, 415, 345 $3, 011, 137 +$595, 792 
Positions other than permanent_____............------ 490, 926 640, 926 +150, 000 
Payment above basic rates........................-..-. 89, 272 101, 272 +12, 000 
EE BRINE... oo rnin on nccceccnenns 2, 995, 543 3, 753, 335 +-757, 792 
07 Other contractual services: 
Services performed by other agencies__.............-.-_--- 398, 843 398, 843 P 
OI ar ane ia ee ee 24, 885, 000 54, 555, 000 +29, 670, 000 
EE EE EE EI. 8, 717, 360 14, 288, 568 +-5, 571, 208 
iS Sn oie cnncbaneucenaceon 3, 254 4, 254 +1, 000 
Total oubiontions.................-s- a aes 37, 000, 000 73, 000, 000 +36, 000, 000 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary_........- Ne i $4, 708 $5, O18 $4, 982 
a i GS-7.5 GS-7.4 GS-7.5 
Ungraded positions: Average salary_...........-- Renee $3, 875 $4, 527 $4, 576 


Budget authorizations, expenditures and balances 


j Increase (+-) 
Presently Revised or de- 





available { estimate crease (—), 
difference 
BUDCET AUTHORIZATIONS AVAILABLE 
SE EAE i a --| $40, 000, 000 $94, 075, 000 | +$54, 075, 000 
Balance brought forward: 
Uniobligated _ ____.____- sched ctlliteilicaiditent atta 12, 159, 814 12, 159, 814 | 
GEE... 50525 <05--- Sete or ace ae ‘ 10, 660,111 | 10, 660, 111 | 
Total budget authorizations available __- : 62, 819, 925 116, 894, 925 +54, 075, 000 
EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES 
Expenditures: 
Out of current authorizations- --__----- 5, 250, 000 25, 250,000 | +20, 000, 000 
Out of prior authorizations__-_......-.-------- : 13, 750, 000 13, 750, 000 oA 
IR iis os oi eck 19, 000, 000 39, 000,000 | +20, 000, 000 
Balance carried forward: 
Unobligated __- er eS ee Sa . 15, 159, 814 33, 234, 814 +18, 075, 000 
ts oe a Se ee ; 28, 660, 111 44,660,111 | +16, 000, 000 
Total expenditures and balances____._.----- j 62, 819, 925 116, 894, 925 +54, 075, 000 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Chairman HaypEen. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Rothschild, we will be pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am here today, sir, in support of a supplemental estimate, as you 
indicated, for the Civil Aeronautics Administration in the amount 
of $68,043,000. I fully realize the problems caused by the lateness 
of so large an estimate when members of the committee are so very 
busy, but the urgency of our situation today is so compelling that we 
felt obliged to ask the help of the Congress immediately, rather than 
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wait until the first supplemental appropriation is considered by the 
85th Congress. 

This committee recognized our problems and provided all of the 
funds requested in our regular appropriation bill for fiscal vear 1957, 
although we did lose some of the increase in conference. We all have 
recognized that the limitations of our capacity to handle the volume 
of air traffic are delaying the expansion of aviation. These limitations 
will become progressively worse and cause more substantial delays 
in all commercial aviation, retard military operating capability and 
training, and generally handicap the entire field of aviation, unless 
additional resources are provided. 

Since our original estimates were prepared some 12 months ago 
the situation has changed considerably. In the first place the airlines 
have placed orders for $1.5 billion of new largely jet-powered transport 
aircraft which, together with military jets, will require expansion of 
the air traffic control system to make it capable of reaching up and 
accommodating these very fast, extremely high altitude planes designed 
to best fly great circle and jet-stream courses rather than today’s 
conventional airways. 








SPEED OF JET TRANSPORT PLANES 





Chairman Haypren. You say they are very fast. How fast will 
they go? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. About 575 miles per hour, sir. 

Also this situation will necessitate additional manpower in the 
Civil Aeronatics Administration to solve the many problems in 
connection with the airworthiness and certification of these aircraft; 
develop appropriate operating and maintenance standards, en route 
flight procedures and terminal approach patterns; and revise exami- 
nation standards for testing the competency of flight and ground 
crewmen who will handle the equipment. Further, our estimate of 
workload based on actual experience in 1956 .was low and it now 
appears that it will increase in traffic control centers to 141 percent 
of the index year 1955 instead of 132 percent. 


CONTROL OF AIRSPACE ABOVE 15,000 FEET 





Our original budget estimate for operation and regulation inchuded 
an item of approximately $1 million for a program to initiate control 
of all airspace above 24,000 feet. In our justification we indicated 
that this control would be progressively lowered as our experience 
with total area control increased. As a result of the unfortunate 
United-TWA accident we feel we should immediately procure the 
necessary facilities and personnel in order that we may control all 
airspace above 15,000 feet. 














5-YEAR FEDERAL AIRWAY PLAN 





The estimate before you also provides for telescoping our 5-year 
Federal airway plan. We plan to place orders immediately for more 
air-navigation and traffie-control equipment including omnirange 
navigation stations, terminal radar, and long-range en route radar. 
If this estimate is approved we will have these additional aids in- 
stalled and operating in calendar years 1958 and 1959 instead of 
1959 and 1960 as originally programed. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


Chairman Haypen. Those are all ground installations? 
Mr. Rornscuitp. That is correct, sir. 


IMPROVED EQUIPMENT IN PLANES 


Chairman Haypren. What is being done about the equipment 
in the plane itself so that one plane can be made aware in time of the 
close proximity of another? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. This device to which you refer, Mr. Chairman, 
is under study by at least two different equipment manufacturers 
at the present time, but as of now there is no answer to the problem. 
We are aware of the problem, and work is going forward on it, but we 
do not have the answers. 

Chairman HaypeEn. Isit based on a radar principle? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I am not enough of a technician to know, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Does anybody know? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. It is an electronic piece of equipment, but 
whether or not it is radar I am not certain. 

Mr. Lowen. It is the same principle as the proximity indicator. 
It is based on the radar principle, Senator. 

Senator CHavez. That being so, if you do not have the information 
you desire in order to notify one plane as to the proximity of another, 
what would be wrong with waiting until you get that information and 
carry this in the supplemental of next year. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. | think,-Senator Chavez, the Senator had refer- 
ence to a piece of equipment which we look forward to with hope of 
having it at some future time. What we are asking for today is for 
equipment which would be needed in addition to that particular 
piece of equipment, and which will go a long way toward solving the 
problem today, even though we do not have the proximity indicator. 

Senator ELLENDER. That equipment would have to be purchased 
by the plane owner, would it not? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That particular piece of equipment, yes, sir. 

(The following statement was submitted: ) 


GENERAL STATEMENT ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL Estimates By C. J. 


LOWEN, 
ADMINISTRATOR OF CiviL AERONAUTICS 


I appreciate the opportunity of presenting to this committee, our additional 
requirements for the current fiscal year. The funds requested are for insuring 
the public’s safety as affected by aviation. 

During the hearings before this committee on our regular appropriation bill, 
I discussed the rapid expansion in aviation activity and its impact on our program. 
To refresh your memory, I would like to summarize the significant factors indicat- 
ing the magnitude, growth and problems of aviation as we then viewed them: 

(1) The aviation fuel consumption for 1957, compared to 1952, would increase 
78 percent for civil use and 265 percent for military purposes 

(2) The aviation manufacturing industry is employing three quarters of a 
million people and producing 8,500 military aircraft and 4,500 civil aircraft 
annually. 

(3) The domestic and international scheduled airlines carried 38 million 
passengers in 1955, a total of 22.4 billion revenue passenger miles, which is a 30 
percent increase over 1953. 

(4) Today’s investment in civil airports has been estimated at $4 billion with 
approximately 7,000 airport sites. 

(5) The military has been handicapped in performing its operational missions. 
This condition has been consistently reported by the Strategic Air Command, 
the Air Defense Command, Tactical Air Command, Air Training Command, and 
the Navy, and particular reference has been made to the delays in clearing aircraft 
for instrument flights. 
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(6) The Air Transport Association reports that air traffic control limitations 
involving delays and cancellation of flights, are resulting in loss of revenue by air 
carriers aggregating some $9.4 million annually, with a projected loss of $150 
million through 1956. 

(7) Fix postirgs, which are a measurement of activity in air route traffic control 
centers, would increase 32. percent in 1957 over the 1955 activity. 

Our current estimate of the future aviation activity indicates that. forecasts 
made early in fiseal year 1956 substantially understated the activity. 
indexes of this increase in activity over our past estimates are: 

(1) The revenue passenger miles for 1957 are expected to be 7 percent more 
than was estimated in August 1955. 

(2) Civil aviation fuel consumption for 1957 will be 6 percent more than was 
estimated in December 1955. There is no information available regarding mili- 
tary fuel consumption but the indications are that the increase over our original 
estimates are at least as high. 

(3) Our estimates of “fix postings’ for 1957 is 7 percent greater than was esti- 


mated in December 1955, which is a total increase of 41 percent over the 1955 
activity. 


Several 


(4) More than $1% billion worth of new civil jet air transports have been ordered 
which are expected to be in operation by 1959. The number of aircraft is sub- 
stantially more than we anticipated and the delivery dates are in advance of the 
original estimate. 

In view of this increased activity, it is fortunate that we are now in a better 
position to accomplish a larger program than we were several months ago. This 
is due to a detailed study we made of our methods of operation and the resulting 
changes in our organization, policies and operating procedures. These changes 
will enable us to provide a greater productive effort, and enhance oui abiiity to 
increase safety through more air traffic control, provide closer supervision over 
industry and telescope out 5-year plan in 3 years. It is also clear that through 
improved procurement and engineering techniques, and industry’s ability to 
produce, the required equipments will be available at an earlier date than was 
originally anticipated. 

It would be ideal if all of the equipments and services included in our ‘3-year 
plan’”’ could be provided immediately as they are currently needed by both civilian 
and military aviation. This is not possible due to the time required to produce 
and install equipments and to train technical personnel to operate them. How- 
ever, the facilities and services that can be provided with the funds requested will 
help close the gap between aviation’s needs and our ability to provide services. 

We are requesting the necessary funds to carry out all of the high priority items 
that can be accomplished during 1957. 


OPERATION AND REGULATION. 


The increase of $13,968,000 provides for: 

(1) Staffing required to operate our air route traffic control centers, airport 
traffic control towers, combined station/towers, and aeronautical communications 
stations based on formulas that have been developed for measuring the manpower 
requirements of these facilities. Our regular estimates provided for only 92 per- 
cent of formula, but a series of crises, plus an increase in activity, clearly indicates 
a need to fully staff these facilities. Additional workload positions are also re- 
quired for maintaining all facilities, planning, engineering, and supervision, 
particularly associated with the establishment program. 

(2) Operational and technical training for field personnel. 

(3) Control of all airspace above 15,000 feet when instrument flight conditions 
prevail. Our regular estimate provided for controlling all airspace above 24,000 
feet but the critical areas, particularly for air carriers and other pressurized cabin 
aircraft, is between the 15,000 and 24,000 foot block of airspace. 

(4) Certification, inspection and safety in operation of jet transport aircraft. 
This will involve a substantial number of additional engineers and training our 
technical personnel in the operational characteristics of jet aircraft. 

(5) Developing instrument approach procedures at airport terminals and on the 
airways. The increase in this activity primarily results from the step-up in the 
Federal airways 3-year plan and the expanded airports construction program, 

(6) Deemphasizing the designee system wherein our agents will take a more 
active part in the program of assuring safety in aviation. During our regular 
hearings, I discussed this policy, and the increased activity indicates a need to 
move ahead with this program more rapidly than we originally thought necessary, 
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ESTABLISHMENT OF AIR NAVIGATION FACILITIES 


An increase of $54,075,000 is requested under this appropriation head to accom- 
plish our objective of telescoping our 5-year plan into a 3-year period. The 
equipments which can be procured and installed first and are needed most include: 
80 very high frequency omniranges; 13 long-range radar facilities; 23 airport 
surveillance radar facilities; and the equipments necessary to provide control over 
all airspace above 15,000 feet when instrument flight conditions prevail. 

Time is working against us. Aviation is expanding rapidly. CAA facilities 
are being expanded at a modest rate and conditions are becoming so critical that 
relief is urgently required. The relief proposed is to move now by expanding our 
services and advancing our programs so that we can keep roughly abreast of the 
demands for services, rather than continuing to lag behind and retard aviation. 

It seems reasonable that the Government should fulfill its responsibility and 
provide adequate facilities and services to protect the public’s interest. 


USE OF RADAR UNDER PROGRAM 


Senator HoLtuanp. Mr. Thomas, will you please explain for the 
record the use that you propose’ to make on a largely expanded basis 
of radar, under this new program? 

Mr. Tuomas. Senator Holland, I am David D. Thomas, Director, 
Office of Air Traffic Control, Civil Aeronautics Administration. It is 
our purpose in the 3-year program which was the 5-year program to 
cover all airspace with radar in the higher altitudes and to cover the 
principal routes at the lower altitudes. The radar will permit the 
controller to see the aircraft while en route, through the use of radar, 
and with direct communications we will be able to provide much more 
protection than is now possible and will be able to handle a much larger 
volume of traffic than is now possible with the present indirect and 
radio communications procedures in use. 


RECENT PLANE COLLISIONS 


Senator HoLLanpb. To be specific, somebody told me the other day, 
whether wel! informed or not I do not know, that the two planes which 
presumably collided coming east from Los Angeles had gone beyond 
the reach of radar and the conversation that could go along with radar 
observation, and that the existence of radar, plus the communication, 
would have allowed the two pilots to be advised that their planes were 
getting perilously close together, and perhaps to avoid the situation. 
Now, is there any truth in that, or not? 

Mr. Tuomas. Senator, those two airplanes were operating outside 
of the control areas. I am not certain and have not been able to 
verify whether or not any air defense radar might have seen those 
aircraft. As far as I know, they did not. But it is to provide for the 
control of the airspace that is not now controlled down to 15,000 feet, 
manually at first, and start an accelerated program toward a total 
radar coverage, that we are seeking here today. Where we do have 
radar coverage, we would be able to see aircraft. We would be able 
to communicate, and we would be able to increase the safety of air 
operations considerably. 


RADAR COVERAGE OF ALL COMMERCIAL ROUTES 


Senator HoLtitanp. Do I understand that under this 5-year program 
which the President’s recent recommendation would step up to a 
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3-year program, it is proposed to cover by radar all mileage on the 
principally traveled commercial routes? 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct, sir. And in addition all airspace 
above 15,000 to 18,000 feet, where the major military and civil flying 
is going on today. 

Senator HoLtutanp. Does that not mean that with that kind of 
coverage, with somebody on a screen watching where planes are, 
conditions which might lead to a collision could be detected and the 


fact communicated to the pilots and the probability of collision 
greatly lessened? 


Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. That is our purpose, sir. 


Senator HoLitanp. And it might easily have so operated in this case 
the other day if those two planes had been in a radar-controlled area. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lowen. Senator, your concept is generally correct. 

Senator HoLLanp. Your name, sir? 

Mr. Lowen. Mr. Lowen. 


OFFICIAL REPORT ON COLLISION 


Senator Dirksen. Has there been a further report on that specific 
collision? 


Mr. Lowen. No, sir. That will probably take 30 to 60 days now. 
It is in the hands of the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Senator Cuavez. What about the newspaper reports that both of 
the planes were out of their regular line of travel? 

Mr. Lowen. They were out of the controlled airway, Senator 
Chavez. They were about 130 miles north of the controlled airways. 
But this is not unusual. These aircraft, these high-speed long-range 


aircraft, now cut corners and take advantage of jet winds, jet streams, 
in order to save time. 


POSSIBLE SIGHTSEEING OVER GRAND CANYON 


Senator CHAvez. It has been suggested by some of the Members of 
the House who visited the site that it was possible that they might 
have gone out sightseeing the Grand Canyon. 

Mr. Lowen. Well, this is very possible, because I know that both 
United and TWA fly scenic routes and point out the places of interest 
such as Grand Canyon. 

Senator Cuavez. But is this not correct: When a plane leaves Los 
Angeles, it is told, ““You are to follow this course’’; is that not right? 

Mr. Lowen. Generally speaking, you follow the course. But it is 
not positive, like a railroad train type of operation, Senator. They 
‘an deviate from it to miss thunderstorms, to view a site, to take ad- 
vantage of a jet stream, any one of a dozen different things. They 
can change the course. It is the pilot’s or the captain’s choice. 

Senator Cuavez. Is he allowed that privilege? 

Mr. Lowen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. Under the civil air regulations? 
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VISUAL FLIGHT RULES 


Mr. Lowen. Yes. One operating on VFR, not IFR. That is 
visual flight rules. 

Senator Dirksen. But he does not change either course or altitude 
without notifying; does he? 

Mr. Lowen. Not when he is on instrument flight rules, but he can 
on visual flight rules. 

Senator DirksEN. On visual he can change without notification? 

Mr. Lowen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dirksen. Now, these planes were in the same lane, were 
they not, coming out, ostensibly? 

Mr. Lowen. No, Senator, they were not. The TWA airplane had 
taken off from Los Angeles and gone to Daggett, Calif., and across 
to Lake Mojave. I have a map here if you would care to look at it. 
The United airplane had taken off and gone in a southerly direction 
from Los Angeles to Palm Springs to Needles, Calif. So that they 
were 50 to 60 miles apart at 1 point. And the tracking converged 
later on over the general area of the Grand Canyon. 

If you would like to see a map, I can show you the track. I do not 
know if it is large enough to be seen by all, but here was the track of 
TWA from Los Angeles. Here is the track of United Airlines [indi- 
cating]. So you see they were spreading apart immediately upon 
takeoff. And here I believe is Daggett, Calif., and this is Palm 
Springs, Calif. And they come across, and here is Needles, Calif., 
and I believe Mojave Lake. As they crossed, here is where we received 
the last reports. 

POINT OF COLLISION 


Senator Dirksen. What was the point of collision? 

Mr. Lowen. It is right here, marked in red. 

Senator Dirksen. And he was how far out from Los Angeles then? 

Mr. Lowen. I would hazard a guess at 400 miles. 

Senator Dirksen. Does air traffic control take into account drift 
after they get to reasonably high altitude, anything above 15,000 feet? 

Mr. Lowen. That is the pilot’s responsibility. He has to keep on 
course with the navigation aids that are available to him. 


DEVELOPMENT OF PROXIMITY DETECTORS 


Senator Dirksen. Now, have any so-called proximity detectors 
been perfected? 

Mr. Lowen. No, sir. 

Senator Dirksen. None whatsoever? 

Mr. Lowen. No, sir. 

Senator Dirksen. Is there any research going on in that field? 
[ would think if planes were equipped with what you call proximity 
detectors so that within 5 miles or maybe longer they could detect 
the presence of another plane, then of course there is a chance to get 
out from under. But if there is no such detective device—— 

Senator HoLtLtanp. They do have small radar. 

Senator Dirksen. But that is only for the front; is it not? 

Mr. Lowen. The radar they are using on the aircraft now is for 
weather, and the state of the art has not gone far enough for that 
sume radar to pick up aircraft or aircraft signals. So that we still 
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need what you are talking about, a proximity device to indicate air- 
craft in the area. 


RESEARCH BY PRIVATE COMPANIES 


There are two companies, as the Under Secretary testified a 
moment ago, that are presently working on that. Melpar is one, 
and Ramo-Woolrich is the other. And we feel confident that within 
a short time— | say a short time; for development of that kind, a 
year or so—they will probably perfect a proximity warning indicator. 
We hope so, in any event. 

Senator Dirksen. I would think that with the research work that 
has been done on the proximity fuse, adapting a comparable principle, 
we ought to be able to make some rapid progress there. 

Mr. Lowen. You can see the problems that are involved in some- 
thing of this nature. For example, if you have 2 airplanes coming 
head on at 500 miles an hour, how far out should you make that 
signal reach? And then the same way coming in from the side or 
where they are coming up from underneath or down from the top— 
it is quite a problem, and there is a great deal of work yet to be done 
in that field. 


USE OF RADAR ON TUGBOATS AND SHIPS AT SEA 


Senator HoLLanb. That ought not to be too difficult, however. I 
was on a tugboat in the Delaware River not long ago. Of course, 
that area is subject to frequent fogs and the like, there, and while they 
do not travel at these high speeds they had a little radar there that 
was not expensive that swept the whole harbor in front of them, and 
in the whole situation even a layman could see when there was anything 
interfering. It reached out several miles in front and obviously was 
not a highly expensive piece of equipment, because it was a very small 
tucboat. 

Senator Cuavez. And they have them at sea. You can locate a 
ship miles away from you through radar. 

Mr. Lowen. The only point is that a ship or a tugboat or some- 
thing of that sort presents a much better target than does an airplane. 
Actually, on an airplane the only thing that presents a very good 
target area is the propellers themselves. That is why even with the 
airplanes that are equipped with radar today—to give you an example— 
vou have seen these aircraft going out over the polar route for a warn- 
ing device. They have these tremendous bubbles underneath the 
airplane and tremendous bubbles on top of the airplane. That gives 
you some idea of the radar device needed to pick up an airplane for a 
target. But if you put that on a passenger airplane, the penalty 
would be terrific. 

EQUIPMENT PART OF REQUEST 


Mr. Roruscuip. If you will turn to page 25 of the justification on 
the equipment items, the first three items, the $6,880,000, $14,130,000, 
and $11,270,000 are all parts of the 5-year program that have been 
stepped up. This is for equipment that we know is obtainable today, 
or within the period in which the money can be spent. The $21,795,000 
item is a new item. That is for the control of airspace above 15,000 
feet. So that 3 of the 4 items making up the $54 million equipment 
part of this request are simply moving ahead at a faster rate. 
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Senator Cuavez. Are you funding those out of the original appro- 
priation? Or do you expect to fund them out of the money that you 
are asking. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. This is additional funding, sir. The $40 million 
which you granted us in our regular 1957 appropriation is shown on 
the top line of that same page. 

Senator Smita. Mr. Secretary, is it not true that Congress gave you 
all the money that was requested under this 5-year program? 

Mr. Roruascuitp. On the equipment side, Senator Smith. 

Senator Suir. On all sides? 


REDUCTION IN REGULAR BUDGET 


Mr. Roruscuttp. We had a small loss. The Senate committee 
allowed us everything that we asked for, and in conference the total 
CAA budget for these programs was reduced by only $1,696,000. 

Senator Smira#. And where was that taken from? Was it across 
the board? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. From operations. 

Mr. Nerison. From the appropriation operation and regulations. 

Senator HoLtianp. The full $40 million the House yielded on. 
They would not yield the full way on ofir restoration of the full 
request on operations, but there was some compromise made. I do 
not recall what it was. 


MANUAL CONTROL OF SPACE OVER 15,000 FEET 


Mr. Secretary, you say this manual control of all airspace over 
15,600 feet is a new item? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. You mean that is not included in the 5-year 
program? 

Mr. Rotuscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HoLianp. How big will the 5-year program become by the 
addition of this and other new items? 


ADDITION TO 5-YEAR PROGRAM 


Mr. Roruscuiip. This is the only item that has been added to the 
5-year program. 

Senator HoLLtanp. Well, it seems to me that there is a vast difference 
between giving you money if we can economically speed up the 5-year 
program, and enlarging the program just when it has been begun with- 
out having full coverage of it as you made over the original 5-year 
program. You remember you covered it in a printed book for our 
information and the information of all concerned. If you have some 
new things to add, that I think would complicate the picture. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We are prepared to give you whatever detail 
you need today, Senator Holland, and we have people here from the 
CAA who are thoroughly familiar with all elements of this request, 
and we have charts and graphs and anything you might need. 

Senator HoLtanp. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the matter 
of helping them to speed up the program if it can be done properly 
is one thing, but that the matter of indefinite enlargement of the 
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program is quite another. I do not know whether the committee 
would want to put them in the same category at all. I have already 
expressed myself on the speeding up of the program, but apparently, 
here, $21,795,000 out of the total now requested is something new 
that was not included in the 5-year program. 

Senator Sarr. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator HoLuanp. I vield. 

Senator Smira. May I ask the Secretary: 

Is this because of the change that has been made in your plans 
since you were before the committee in May? 


NECESSITY FOR ACCELERATED PROGRAM 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Senator Smith, we have this situation of the 
CAA. The budget request for 1957 was prepared before Mr. Lowen 
was on the job. He had therefore no part in the preparation of that 
budget request. 

Since he has come in, and since he has become acquainted with the 
operation, things appear different to him than they did in the begin- 
ning. We know now, for example, that these high- speed, high- priced 
aircraft have been purchased by the airline companies We know 
also that where we thought certain types of equipment in certain 
quantities would be available, they are available in larger quantities. 
We know also that the necessity for proceeding at a faster rate is 
clearly apparent. 


MANUAL CONTROL OF AIRSPACE 


Senator ELLENDER. What do you mean by the term “manual con- 
trol of all airspace above a certain height’’? 

Mr. Basnicut. Senator Ellender, this 5-year program contemplated 
the ultimate use of radar equipment, so that we would have positive 
information on where aircraft are located. The item here under 
consideration, manual control, is a matter of using equipments that 
can be quickly made available so as to get control over aircraft operat- 
ing at these high altitudes. 

Senator ELLenper. That is ground equipment. 

Mr. Basnicur. Ground equipment, primarily communications fa- 
cilities 

We are controlling airplanes operating on the airways at the present 
time. But they are rather narrow channels, and these high-perform- 
ance airplanes operate in wide areas. They have to in order to be 
efficient. We have to get control in that area, and the only way we 
can do it now is by what we term manual means. 


RULES INVOLVED IN AIR COLLISION 


Senator ELLENDER. I was surprised at the statement made a while 
ago that you permitted them to go from one control lane to another, 
or spread around. As I recall, as to these 2 aircraft, the 2 that 
collided, 1 was to fly at 21,000 feet and the other was to fly over the 
clouds and use visibility. Now, were those rules broken? Evidently 
they were. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the last question, as far 
as we know, no rules, procedures, or regulations were violated. The 
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Civil Aeronautics Board some time ago provided that aircraft oper- 
ating at high altitude, which is defined as 12,500 feet in the eastern 
part of the United States, and 14,500 in the western part of the United 
States, may fly over routes that have not been specifically approved 
by the Administrator, which is different from the low-altitude flying. 
They also are permitted to fly over routes of no specific width. 

The control exercised by us has been confined to control areas, which 
are generally the civil airways. 


CONTROLLED AREAS 


Senator ELLENDER. When you say “controlled areas,’ you mean 
below a certain height? Not over a certain height? 

Mr. Tuoomas. No, sir. The controlled areas around the airports 
are from the ground up to infinity. In the en route phase, that is 
generally more than 5 miles away from airports, the floor of the 
control area starts at 700 feet and extends to infinity. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what? 

Mr. Tuomas. To infinity. There is no ceiling. However, the air- 
way system resembles a highway system in that it is « ‘omposed of these 
lanes of specific routes. And there are large areas, particularly in 
the western part of the United States, over which no control is exer- 
cised. 

In order to provide the maximum protection possible, it would be 
necessary to require all aircraft to be confined to these airways. To 
do so, we would deny the very purpose for which the airplane is most 

capable, that is, speed and flexibility, and in addition we would deny 
service to many communities, because we have not been able to expand 
sufficiently. 

In addition, we would channel additional aircraft into the routes 
already of high traffic density. Our proposal here is to provide the 
services needed and extend our control areas from these narrow lanes 
to all air space from 15,000 feet up. 

Now, we plan to operate it manually, as we will not get the radar 
in this year, but we can get communications equipment. We can get 
people. We can get flight progress boards and the other things 
necessary to Maintain communications with aircraft at all times. It 
is not as efficient as radar, since we will provide more separation be- 
tween aircraft; but we will be able to control them in all this area 
This is generally where the modern pressurized airplane operates 
And it will permit aircraft to operate effectively and efficiently. 

Senator DirKsEN. So you will have a highway system up to 15,000 
feet, and over it, of course, you will have wider lanes but still have 
control of them. 

Mr. Tuomas. That is correct. Yes, su 


SPACE FOR PRIVATE AVIATION 


Now, we don’t know yet where this ultimate dividing line will be. 
We know we have to leave free air space for the private aviation, the 
flying farmer, the crop duster. We know with increased speeds there 
is more and more of a requirement for complete control from the 
ground, a proximity detector, or something else other than human 
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eyesight. That we recognize. But I do not know at the moment where 
the dividing line will be. 

But we do think that this is a very effective program and one that 
is within our capabilities and one that will do considerable good. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I do not seem to be clear on this 
$21,795,000. As I understood it, when you were before the com- 
mittee in May you presented us with a 5-year program that seemed 
to be sufficient at that time. I recall that Mr. Lowen said that he 
might have to come up for something more next year, but that this 
seemed to be sufficient at the moment. 

Now, is this $21,795,000 requested because of an amended program, 
a changed program? Or what is it? 


ENLARGED PROGRAM 


Myr. Lowen. | believe, Senator, that the record will show that 
initially we were going to control all airspace above 24,900 feet. This 
would have been controlling mostly the military aircraft, but there 
were not many commercial aircraft flying above 24,000 feet. 

Now we are bringing that level down to between 15,000 and 18,000 
feet, in order to include the vast majority of air-carrier traffic, your 
DC7’s, your DC6’s, your Convair-type aircraft, that are flying in 
that area today; which will give us a much greater safety factor in 
that area. So that is what the $21,795,000 is for, to lower the ceiling. 

Senator Smiru. Is that because you have changed the plan on the 
ceiling since the May testimony? 

Mr. Lowen. No; we are not changing the plan. We are just 
speeding up the lowering of this ceiling. We were going to start out 
initially at 24,000 feet. Now we are going to bring it down to 15,000 
or 18,000. 

Senator Smiru. When did you decide on changing the ceiling? Why 
did we not know about this in May? That is what I am trying to 
determine. Why did you change so quickly? What has caused the 
change? 

Mr. Lowen. The change has come about, I believe I could say 
fairly, because we have some new faces in the CAA, some new people 
in charge of the various offices of air traffic control, and myself, that 
did not feel that the last budget was completely adequate. In other 
words, when we came up before you, or I should say I came up before 
you, it would have been premature for me to at that time, being so 
new in the job, not to have accepted the budget as it had been pre- 
pared by my predecessor. So what I am saying here is that we feel 


that this has been necessary for a long period of time, and that as a 
result we are asking for it now. 


CHANGE IN 5-YEAR PLAN 


Senator Smirx. Then, in other words, you have changed the 5-year 
plan from the time you appeared in May to the present time. 

Mr. Lowen. Yes, ma’am. We are trying to telescope the 5-year 
plan into a 3-year plan, in order to speed up the aviation safety aspects 
of this program. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Senator Smith, we would be less than fair with 
you if we did not tell you that this crash, this recent crash, moved 
us along at a faster pace, too. 
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Senator Smita. Thank you very much. 
Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a brief question? 


NEWS REPORTS AS TO BLAME FOR COLLISION 


In connection with this crash, Mr. Secretary, I noticed one headline 
that said that one of these pilots was to blame. Now, I do not know 
who put that out. It might have been just the newswriters’ idea or 
the headline writers’ idea, but as I understood, each of them was 
given permission to fly at this same altitude, and with knowledge 
that they were due to arrive at this place at the same time. And I 
should not think the blame ought to be laid on this aviator, who can 
no longer speak for himself. You do not have any official report to 
put any blame on him, do you? 

Mr. RoruscuHiLp. Senator Stennis, we will not have an official 
report, as Mr. Lowen indicated, for perhaps another month or more. 
The CAB has the whole matter under investigation. They have 
competent people who are doing the investigation. Until such time 
as those official reports come in, | think it would be unfair to blame 
any one person or any one segment of the industry. 

Senator Stennis. I am not looking for anyone to blame, but these 
men were given permission, at least, and it could have been orders 
to an extent. 


FLYING UNDER VISUAL FLIGHT RULES 


Mr. Rotuscuitp. When the pilot said—when he indicated that he 
was going to fly under visual flight rules, Senator Stennis—he said to 
himself and his crew and the controllers that ‘‘conditions are such that 
I can see where I am going and I don’t need your guidance.’”’ And 
that is the way he was flying. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that the regular regulation of Civil Aeronautics, 
that the pilot can do as he pleases after he gets in the air? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. When weather conditions are such that he can see 
where he is going, he says, “I am flying under visual flight rules,”’ 
which means just that, Senator. 

Senator Cuavez. Without blaming anyone or criticizing anyone, do 
you not think it would be sound policy for Civil Aeronautics to say to 
that pilot, “You fly that course and stick to that course in this 
altitude’’? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I am not enough of an expert on air traffic control 
to be able to answer you, sir. 

Senator CHavez. Just as a matter of commonsense. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I don’t believe you could get all the air traffic of 
the United States in the areas which are presently controlled, Senator. 

Mr. Basnicut. Senator, ultimately we will probably come to a full 
air traffic control system, but until we have more capacity in the sys- 
tem, to make such a decision would mean to drastically reduce all air 
transportation, and we are not prepared to do that. 

Senator Cuavez. Is that not better than to have 147 people killed? 

Mr. Basnicur. It might mean the complete stoppage of important 
civil air transportation and drastic limiting of military training. 

Senator Stennis. We had been led to believe when you got on a 
plane there had been a flight plan filled and approved, and they 
certainly kept us out of the levels at the same time we were going to 
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arrive at a place. If that is supposed to be the rule, I would like to 
know, and if it is not I think the public ought to know. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. When, the pilot says “I will fly on instruments to 
such-and-such a point,’’ and that point reports “I can see where I am 
going, so I will fly as I see,”’ that is visual flight rule. 

Senator Stennis. They were permitted to fly at the same height, 
and they were due at the same place at the same time, were they not? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I would not want to comment on that until after 
the official report comes out, but I do not think that is quite correct, 
sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. As I pointed out a while ago, one flight was to 
fly at 25,000 feet under instruments, and the other was to fly by sight. 
That is what the report was. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. But they were both flying on visual flight rules 
at that time. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is not what the report says. 

Senator Cuavez. I have been on flights over and over again thou- 
sands and thousands of miles and ridden in the front with pilots, and 
they generally have a map with a course mapped out. They will fly 
so long and then they will make a right-hand turn or left-hand turn, 
but always following a course. And I thought that was a regulation 
of Civil Aeronautics. But you can let the pilot do as he pleases, under 
certain conditions? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. Under certain weather conditions, ves, sir. 


USE OF JET PLANES ON COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS 


Senator SmitH. Mr. Lowen, when you were before us on May 8, I 
asked you about what we were doing toward getting commercial air- 
ports ready for jet planes, and I understood you to say the full jet 
program was just coming into shape. Do you have any commercial 
airports that are ready for jets now? 

Mr. Lowen. Senator, according to the manufacturers, speaking 
right now of Boeing in particular, they feel that their airplane as it 
will be delivered to the airlines will be usable in the majority of the 
airports that the airlines are now operating in. We ourselves are 
going ahead with a program of getting jet aircraft. For example, we 
have a B-57 we are getting from the “Air Force. We are getting the 
use of two B-47’s. And we are also getting the use of one of their 
K-—135 tankers, I believe it is, which is the same configuration as the 
Boeing 707, to take into these airports and see if they are adaptable 
and are safe for jet operation. I do not anticipate too big a problem 
with the airports, particularly those which will be used in the initial 
stages of the jet operation. The jets will primarily be operating in 
the biggest civil airports of the country. 


AIRPORTS READY FOR JET PLANES 


Senator SmirH. Could you supply for the record the airports that 
you believe are ready for jet planes? 


Mr. Lowen. I would be very happy to, ma’am. 
(The material referred to was not submitted at time hearings were 
printed. ) 
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VERY HIGH FREQUENCY OMNIRANGI 


' to : 
| Senator HoLLanp. Mr. Chairman, I have before me the justification 
tein and the details of the budget on which we passed in May, for a total 
= of $40 million for establishment of air navigation facilities, as a first 
ht . step of the 5-year program. I notice, for instance, comparing it with 
é this present budget, the first item on this present budget is to establish 
" : 80 very high frequency omniranges for $6,880,000. I notice a similar 
m item in the other budget that I mentioned. It says 76 units, in what 
BS, is called VHF omnirange program: (1) ests ablishment of very high 
frequency omniranges, $6,352,500.” Is that the same type of 
i” installation that is covered by this first item in your present asking? 
¥. ; Mr. Tiprets. Yes, Senator, these are 80 units neede d for expanded 
. coverage on a nationwide basis. 
sis . Senator HoLuanp. In other words, that is a quickening of your 
; program. It steps it up from 76 units of that kind for this first year 
: to 156. 
d Mr. Tippers. That is right. Yes, sir. 
“ ; Senator HoLLaNnpb. That is strictly, then, a speeding up. 
; Mr. Tiprets. Yes, sir. 
nh LONG RANGE RADAR FACILITIES 
r 
Senator HoLLaAnp. When you come down to the next one, 13 long- 
range radar facilities for en route traffic control for $14,130,000, [ do 
not find anything that reads exactly that same way in that part of 
the detailed budget that had to do with this item, but I find some 
similar items. 
[ Mr. Tippetrs. Senator Holland, this is the same item that we 
- discussed before the committee before as long-range radar. It appears 
in the testimony for radar type traffic control centers there were 17 


such facilities indicated in the detailed justification for 1957. This is 
another speedup item by adding this number of 13 of the ultimate 
total of 73. 

Senator HoLuanp. I notice in that old budget, your 17 that you 
are talking about, 17 of them are described as the establishment of 
radar-tvpe centers. 

Mr. Trppets. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. For a total of $11,258,000-plus. That is the 
Same type? 


Mr. Tiprets. It is. 
REPLACEMENT AT WASHINGTON L\IRPORT 


Senator HoLLtanb. And the 17th one is what? A replacement, here, 
at the Washington National Airport? 

Mr. Tippets. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HoLtanp. But that makes the 17? 

Mr. Tipprets. Yes, sir. 

Senator HOLLAND. So then these 13 items under this head, in your 
instant request, just steps up the program for this year from 16 new 
radar-type centers and 1 replacement center to that many plus 13 
additional ones. 

Mr. Tiprets. That is correct, yes, sir. 
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Senator Hotianp. All right. We will have 29 new ones plus the 
1 replacement. 

Mr. Tippets. That is correct. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLAND. So that is purely a speeding-up process. 

Mr. Tiprers. That is right. 

Senator HoLLanp. The best I can tell from the budget, the same 
thing applies to the third item, “Establish 23 airport surveillance 
radar facilities.” I do not find it in exactly that wording, but I believe 
it to be the same as some of these items in here. Am I correct in that? 


4 
' 
5 


carte. 


NEW TERMINAL RADARS 


Mr. Tipreers. Yes, sir. There was no request for new terminal 
radars in the 1957 estimate before this committee. There was a 
request, however, to take 4 older type radars and consolidate them 
into 2 dual or complete units that we already had on hand. The 
program we discussed with you did indicate an anticipated need of 
an additional 44 surveillance radars, here again this is purely and 
simply a speedup item. 

Senator HoLttanp. The two that vou refer to as shown by the 
budget were the ones at Miami, Fla., and Colorado Springs, Colo., 
were they not? i 

Mr. Trppets. That is right, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. So this too, then, is a speeding up of the process. 

Mr. Tipprrets. That is right, sir. 

Senator HoLLanpb. I want to say again what I have already said, 
that I think this committee is much more justified to consider favor- 
ably the speeding-up process. Apparently you put them in at the 
same cost as the ones we passed on in May. But I still do not feel 
that the last item in your present request is at all on a parity with i 
the first three. 

Mr. Tipprers. Senator Holland, when we testified before you, I 
made the presentation of the 5-year plan, and as you recall we indi- ‘ 
cated that the request at that time indicated high-altitude traffic . 
control at 24,000 feet and above. However, on page 189 of that 
testimony, we did state that as we were able to get better radar cover- 
age—and this was intended to include the concept, although the words 
are not quite this way, that as we got better radar and communications 
coverage we would find it necessary to lower this to 18,000 feet and 
ultimately to 15,000 feet in certain areas, if not throughout the 
country. 

Senator HoLLanpb. Here is what you said, and I quote: 


AREAS oA 


wires pbs as 


sath 


We proposed at first to inaugurate radar traffic control with altitudes of 18,000 
feet and above. When all radar is installed, we will in certain selected areas of the 
United States where the requirement exists lower this floor to 15,000 feet. 


Is that the testimony you refer to? 


EVER-CHANGING SITUATION 


Mr. Tiprrts. Yes, sir; that is right. I might say this, sir. Any 
plan in aviation has to be adjusted from year to year as the require- 
ments change, this is an ever-changing situation. We have seen for 
years that ultimately we would have to come to this 15,000-foot 
coverage for traffic control, for it is beginning at that level and above 
that the pressurized aircraft, military and civil fly most. The prime 
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civil movement of passengers is in this area. This item can be con- 
strued, if we choose to so do it, as a speedup of our longer range plan, 
because the requirement does exist now. This is not out of consonance, 
Senator, with our ultimate and our desirable objectives. This item 
would have shown up in the next phase of the 5-year plan. We are 
speeding this up, too. 


EFFECT OF REDUCTION IN OPERATING PERSONNEL 


Senator HoLtuanp. Mr. Chairman, might I ask one more question? 
How laborious would it be for you to reduce your request for new 
personnel for operation and regulation, which we have not discussed 
here, but which calls for about $13 million in addition to the $54 
million in this equipment part that we have been talking about? 
How laborious would it be for you to reduce that request to cover 
what you would need in the event the committee granted the speeding- 
up in these first three fields that you have been talking about, but 
did not feel that on such speedy notice they should incorporate a 
brandnew item of $21 million, as covered by your last facilities 
request? 

Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, might I learn, because I was not 
here at the early part of the discussion, what is involved in the item 
which Senator Holland has just referred to? Is it all personnel? 

Mr. Tiprets. The $21 million, sir, is for facilities to provide direct 
air-ground communications between the pilot in the cockpit and the 
controller on the ground, so that expeditious traffic instructions can 
be issued to do away with any delivery delays in the issuance of the 
instructions and the receipt and the execution of those instructions. 

Senator Toye. Then that is some equipment. 

Mr. Tiprers. It is primarily all equipment in that $21 million, sir. 

Senator Tuyre. Not personnel? 

Mr. Tiprets. No, sir. This is the project money for the purchase 
of equipment and installation costs of facilities to provide direct pilot 
to controller communications throughout the country at 15,000 feet 
and above. This will enable the pilot to receive his instructions 
directly from the controller and allow him to execute his maneuvers 
without delay. 


REMOVAL OF MILITARY FROM NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman, would someone tell us whether there 
is any more progress being made about taking the military off of 
National Airport? 

Mr. Lowen. Senator, there is progress being made, to this extent: 
that we now have a letter from the Secretary of Defense naming 
somebody for us to talk to, and I hope that the Secretary when he 
gets that letter will name me as the individual to negotiate with them 
very shortly. And I hope within the next week or 6 days we will be 
in discussion with the military on the MATS operation. 

Senator Smit. Is the National Airport one of those that would be 
listed as ready for jet landings? 

Mr. Lowen. No, ma’am, but the answer has to be, when we con- 
sider the problems of space available, traffic control, and facilities, 
the runways are above minimum technical requirements. 





390 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


Senator Dirksen. Will that go also for training programs? You 
said something about getting MATS off the National Airports, I 
understood. Were you speaking only of Washington, Senator Smith? 

Senator Surrx. Only of Washington National Airport. 


SITUATION AT O’HARE FIELD 


Senator Dirkspn. I thought you were speaking ¢ 


generally. You 

see, we have a training program going on there at O’Hare Field. And 
the question is: “How do you get them all off?” I feel so uncom- 
fortable on a foggy morning when those jets are flying up there and do 

| 





not know where they are. 

Mr. Lowen. This is a military operation on Washington National 
Airport. 

Senator Dirksen. But what about your liaison with respect to 
ultimately getting these military programs off of regular airports? 

Mr. Lowen. Senator, that would be up to the city of Chicago to 


negotiate that with the Defense Department. We in the CAA ‘have 
nothing to do with that. 

Senator Dirksen. You have nothing to do with that and no leverage 
to chase them off? 

Mr. Lowen. No, sir. 

Senator Dirksen. Can we not provide vou with a little leverage to 
assist in that matter? 


INABILITY OF NATIONAL AIRPORT TO ACCOMMODATE JETS 


Senator Toys. Mr. Chairman, the question is: Can the National 
Airport here at Washington ever be so expanded that it can accommo- 
date jets, the large commercial airliners? 


Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. There just simply is not enough room 1 
considering all factors including traffic capacity, gate, and terminal 
capacity. ; 

Senator Tuyr. Then if there is not enough room, we are definitely ; 
faced with the need for making a decision about some other airport at 1 
this time, because these months go by too rapidly, and this is the third : 
vear that I have sat here, in fact the fourth year, since 1952, and |Z 
listened to this same argument relative to: where do we locate a 
new airport? ‘ 


Mr. Roruscuixp. I do not think it is possible to be considering the 
overall aviation safety program without giving due consideration 
to the facilities at Washington. 

Senator THyr. Even though you take the Army off the National, 
you could not expand the facilities. You would lessen the density 
in the air and the number of planes coming in, but you would not 
expand the distance of runways to accommodate jets. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator TuHyr. Or to create any other safety measure. | 

Mr. Roruscump. Mr. Chairman, could I go back to Senator 
Holland’s question of a few minutes ago? 


Did you have reference to our ability to secure people to do this | 
job, Senator Holland? 
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POSSIBLE REDUCTION IN REQUEST 


Senator HoLtutanp. No; I had reference wholly to the amount of 
the budget. You have got a budget item of $13 million plus to add 
to this $54 million for facilities. And the $13 million plus, if I under- 
stand it, is largely personnel. Am I right about that? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right, sir. 

Senator HoLutanp. And surely that item won’t be as large, if the 
committee in its judgment should say, “We will take these items 
here,” our expansion of the program as we know about it, we want to 
know a little more information about this later one. I think we 
ought to have the personnel cost figure for the operation of those 
first three. 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We will be glad to give you just that. 

(The following information was submitted :) 

The costs for the specified three items is $940,400 for engineering planning and 
supervision related to the procurement phase only. Total estimate is detailed on 
p. 365. 


CONTROL OVER 15,000 FEET 


I would like if I might to ask Mr. Thomas to give a similar presenta- 
tion to that which he gave to the Department a few days ago in 
explaining this control over 15,000 feet. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, may I get a chart just to show what 
the present airway system is? 

We have with us some charts. I will only use one. And this chart 
is simply the present airways system of the United States. 

The tinted areas, forgetting the symbols on it, are the controlled 
areas within the United States where we have the facilities and the 
capabilities of exercising air traffic control and separating aircraft 
that are flying within the clouds, where the pilots have no capability 
within the cockpit of avoiding collision. The aircraft flying in these 
control areas under instrument conditions or in bad weather condi- 
tions, are provided separation by air traffic control. Aircraft flying 
any place in noncontrolled areas get no protection from air traffic 
control except a general rule of the road on altitude relating to direction 
of flight. There can be 1 airplane in noncontrolled areas, or there 
could be 50, or there could be a hundred that no one knows about. 


PILOTS CHOICE OF AIRWAYS 


Air carrier operations under the present civil air regulations permit 
DC-—6’s and 7’s or anything else to take off from Los Angeles and fly 
to Washington over any route that the pilot selects. And he selects 
those routes taking many factors into consideration, such as wind, 
weather, terrain, whether he wants to be on airways or off airways. 
But this is the pilot’s choice. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does he make that selection before leaving Los 
Angeles? 

Mr. Tuomas. He makes that selection before leaving Los Angeles. 
He may change it en route, but he does make the selection then. 
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FREEDOM TO CHANGE EN ROUTE 


Senator Tuyr. He may change it en route? What does he do be- 
fore he makes the change? Does he advise the control tower of where 
he departed from, or some control tower that he may pick up in the 
area he is in? 

Mr. Tuomas. At the present time, we have many ways of com- 
munication. His obligation to CAA air traffic control is, while he is 
within these green-tinted control areas, and only then, to comply with 


whatever instructions he was given. When he is in the off-airways 


area, he can fly at any altitude he chooses. He can go on instruments. 


He can go off instruments. He does not need to notify us. If a pilot 


followed a flight plan leaving the airway at Las Vegas, entering again 
at Pueblo, his only obligation would be to enter the airway at Pueblo 
at the altitude at which he was cleared. But the pilot could change 
altitudes 50 times in the off-airways area between Las Vegas and 
Pueblo and still be legal. 


COMPANY CONTROL OF TRANSPORT PLANES 


Senator Dirksen. But if he is a transport, the company dis- 
patcher will always have notice of him, will he not? 

Mr. Tuomas. The company dispatcher would have notice of him. 
Yes, that is true, sir. But the company dispatcher would not have 
notice of the military traffic, the executive traffic, the other air-carrier 
traffic, or anvone else that may be in there, because there is no require- 
ment and in fact no capability to give such notice, even if we wanted to 
make such a requirement. 

We have known for some time, and it has been a part of our plan for 
some time to try to extend this system of air traffic control to give it 
the capability and the capacity that is demanded of it. Today, it 
does not. have that capability. 

What we are asking for is to put green tint or control area all over 
this map above 15,000 feet, which will catch the major part of long- 
range operations, so that under instrument weather conditions, air- 
traffic control will cover the entire United States. The pilot then 
must comply with the route of flight as filed. He then must comply 
with the altitude when operating under bad weather conditions. Air 
traffic control can give the separation that is required by these heavily 
loaded transports and by the military aircraft. 


DIRECT PILOT-CONTROLLER COMMUNICATIONS CAPABILITY 


The idea is to provide the controller with a direct pilot-controller 
communications capability. There will communications points scat- 
tered throughout the United States where the controller can talk 
directly with the pilots out in the present noncontrolled areas. At 
the present time, the pilot may talk directly with the controller in a 
few very limited areas. Most likely he talks with his company, and 
that then is relayed to the controller through indirect means, or in 
other cases he talks with the communications station, which again is 
relayed by indirect means. 

What we are asking for in this request is the capability to enable us 
to give collision protection other than some unknown element. We 
do not know what the traffic is out of controlled airspace. 
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393 
PREVENTION OF AIR CRASHES 


Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question at that point 
of Mr. Thomas? In the event that the proposal you have just made 
was in existence, would that in any manner have given greater 
assurance that you would not have had the two plane accidents that 
occurred recently that caused the terrific loss of life? 

Mr. Tuomas. Sir, I don’t know, because we do not know the cir- 
cumstances of the collision. If the two aircraft were operating under 
instrument conditions, then this proposal would have provided that 
protection. If the aircraft were operating under visual conditions, 
this would not necessarily have provided that protection without 
radar. We are talking about 3 years if we wait for radar instead of 
trying to do something immediafely. That is, unless we require 
everyone to comply with air-traffic control under all weather condi- 
tions and accept the delay penalties that go with that. 

With the lack of radar we would be running 60, 70, 120 miles 
spacing between airplanes. At the higher altitudes we would run 
out of airspace, so there would be a terrific penalty, which was men- 
tioned before, in requiring everybody to go under so-called positive 
control at this time. We know so little about what re ally has hap- 
pened in the accident. If the collission was on instruments, we do 
not know, or if VFR we do not know. 


SELECTION OF 15,000-FOOT AREA 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Some of you may be wondering why we picked 
15,000 feet. We anticipate that the jets will be flying at 24,000 and 
above, but today’s high performance aircraft, and that includes such 
aircraft as all the 4-engine aircraft and all the 2-engine pressurized 
aircraft, are now flying in the airspace between fifteen and twenty-four 
thousand feet. And since they are not obliged to fly the airways, we 
feel that we must have a better control of them than we have today. 
And we shall have that control if you make it possible for us to 
furnish the means to have that control. 

Senator Dirksen. George, if you do not get it, I will have to quit 
flying. 

Mr. Moores. So will I. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, we are to understand that if these 
planes had been flying on this visual control there would have been 
something that would have showed up there? I mean instrument 
control. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Turk. What was that? 


OPERATION OUT OF AIRCRAFT CONTROL 


Mr. Tuomas. They would file a flight plan, flying under instrument 
conditions. Their flight progress would be followed by the controllers. 
The controllers would anticipate and give instructions to be at 
separate altitudes. As a matter of fact, these two aircraft were 
operating out of air traffic control and were under no obligation to 
comply with air traffic control. However, one was operating under 
a clearance of a thousand feet on top, and the other at a specific 
altitude while within control areas, but neither clearance was binding 
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in the area where the collision occurred. What we are trying to do is 
expand the control area 

Senator STENNIs. Suppose one had been on instrument and the 
other had been on visual. Would that have made it less likely? 

Mr. Tuomas. On an instrument flight-type plan, operating in good 
weather conditions there still is a burden on the pilot flying under 
instrument flight rules and in good weather to observe and avoid other 
aircraft, the same burden as is on the pilot of the other aircraft operat- 
ing under visual flight rules. Until we get radar coverage, we will not 
be able to completely resolve this problem. 

Mr. Lowen. Let me just add one more point. I think it might 
help clarify this. If we get this radar coverage and we go into positive 
control above 15,000 feet, then the answer to your question is ‘“‘yes,”’ 
because we would be in constant contact with these airplanes that cross 
the entire United States. They are under positive control, and it is 
our responsibility to keep them separated. 


TIME SCHEDULE OF CONTROL PROGRAM 


Senator Stennis. And how long would it take you to get this in, 
now? 

Mr. Lowen. We will start this year, and we will get in I believe the 
first 17 this year. Then we can telescope, we hope, the rest within 
3 vears. That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. Tuomas. I just wanted to add that most of this beginning, 
and it is a beginning, is a communications and personnel capability 
requirement that we will need under any system of control. This is 
the first step. 

Senator STENNIS. You do not want to say !t, but as I see it now, 
this may happen again before you can get this system in. You need 
not comment on that, but I could see where we could have it tomorrow. 

Mr. RoruscuHiLp. Senator Stennis, any time you are involved with 
moving objects, there is always some hazard. However, I think it is 
significant to note that Mr. Weeks mentioned the other day that 
flying in an airplane was safer than riding in an automobile. And it is, 
in spite of the accidents that do happen. 

Senator Srennis. I think that is true, although perhaps we all be- 
lieved there was more of a check, more of a keeping up with us as we 
fly through the atmosphere, than it develops there is. 


PRESSURE ON CONTROL PERSONNEL 


Senator DirksEN. What about that article that appeared a short 
time ago that the pressure on the personnel in air-traffic control is 
such that you are having difficulty keeping good men? Is it true, 
or not? 

Mr. Lowen. I do not believe it is true from the standpoint of 
pressure. We do have some hotspots like Chicago and New York, 
where we were having the problem pay-scale-wise. In other words, 
a person in Chicago handling the traffic there, which is a densely 
populated airfield, gets the same rate of pay as the man in Orlando, 
Fla. And for that reason, in the civil service end of it, he can bid out 
and go somewhere else if he has the seniority to do so, and many times 
these people desire to do that. 
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So we are working with the Civil Service Commission at the present 
time to change this situation and give an incentive to have the con- 
trollers stay in a more congested, more responsible area, by giving 
them more pay. 

Senator Dirksen. Two questions. 


CONTROL PERSONNEL TURNOVER 


Do you have a very considerable turnover now in air-traffic-control 
personnel? 

Mr. Lowen. No, sir; we do not have. 

Senator Dirksen. And what progress are you making with the 
Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Moore. It looks very favorable. 


PAY RAISE PROVISION 


Mr. Basnicut. We have a provision for raising pay of personnel in 
the amount of $375,000 for the overall nationwide staffing. 

Senator Dirksen. Well, this is a very responsible job. I have 
watched those boys work on occasion in the towers. And the work 
in itself has an inherent pressure in it. And I just want to be sure 
that they are properly taken care of. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the present rate of pay? 

Mr. Tuomas. Sir, the entrance grade is either GS-6 or GS-7, and 
that varies with duties. The chief controller of the New York area, 
who is responsible for all the operations in that area, 850,000 operations 
last year, is GS-12. Iam not sure of his status, but I think his take- 
home pay would probably be around $125 a week. 

Mr. Basnicut. $7,500 a year approximately. 

Mr. Lowen. $4,080, up to GS-12, $7,770 a year, our highest paid 
one. . 

Senator Dirksen. You are asking for upgrading here; are you not? 

Mr. Lowen. Yes. We think it is very necessary. 

Senator Dirksen. I would think so. 

Mr. Moore. And I think we have made an excellent case. 

Senator Toye. And if you are in an airport of a large number of 
planes, it will be classified in a different classification than if you had 
a lesser number? 

Mr. Lowen. Yes, sir; there would be a greater degree of responsibil- 
ity. 

RECRUITMENT OF PERSONNEL 


Senator Tuyr. How do you get these men? 

Mr. Lowen. Many of them are pilots that have gotten out of the 
Air Force, people interested in aviation from trade schools, and so on. 

Senator Turn. Are they radar men? 

Mr. Lowen. Not particularly radar men. These are men we send 
to our Oklahoma City school for training and then put them on 
probationary training in the towers. 


PAY OF INSPECTORS 


Senator Stennis. How much do you allow the technicians that 
are constantly checking equipment and performance of equipment 
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and checking planes in routine flight to determine the care of the 
crew and the function of the equipment, both at airports as well as 
the plane in the air? 

Mr. Lowen. Not enough, Senator, but I will let Mr. Davis answer 
that. 

Senator Tuyr. Too often these technical questions are not known 
to us, and we are not getting the kind of men into that service that 
there should be. 

Mr. Lowen. Did you hear the question? 

Mr. Davis. Sir, the pay of the aviation safety inspector varies from 
a GS-11 to a GS-13. 

Senator Ture. Is 13 the top? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Toye. And he would have to be in the service how long, 
as a normal promotional procedure? 

Mr. Davis. Some have been in it as long as 10 years, and they are 
still GS-12. 

Senator Tuyr. And that carries a salary of what? 

Mr. Davis. 75 to 86 hundred dollars a year. 

Senator Toye. And in most cases they would have to be college 
graduates to qualify. They would have to be engineers or otherwise 
proficient in that field to such an extent that they had passed a civil- 
Service examination. 

Mr. Lowen. Yes, sir. 

Senator THye. You are not attracting the most able of the per- 
sonnel in the first instance. Because they could go out and drive 
nails or paint, and make more money than that in a given season. 

Mr. Lowen. That is where we have great difficulty. We lose our 
best people to industry. 

Senator Toye. Certainly. Because a man could go out anywhere 
now and get more money than that. 


TRIBUTE TO CONTROLLERS AND INSPECTORS 


Mr. Roruscuixp. I think it would be fair to say that the controllers 
and the inspectors and the related personnel in the CAA are the un- 
sung heroes of the country. 

Senator Ture. They must be. Because this man who goes out 
and checks the crew on an Atlantic flight has to know all those instru- 
ments. He has to be proficient in every phase of that navigation. 
And then he has to be proficient in all the equipment in every phase 
of operation in a control tower. Or otherwise you would not have 
him on the roll. In the first instance he would not have qualified in 
his examination. Second, he would have been washed out if he had 
not performed properly. And you are offering him at the maximum 
less than $8,000. It just is not within reason for getting the best 
personnel making application for the job. 


COMPANY RADIO CONTROL 


Senator STENNIS. One point mentioned a while ago was something 
about the control men of the lines themselves. They were in contact 
with these planes. Now, how far does that go, very briefly, Mr. 
Secretary? Do they keep in touch with their own planes all the time? 
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Mr. Roruscui.p. I would rather have one of the others answer that. 

Mr. Lowen. They have what is known as Aeronautical Radio, Inc., 
a wholly owned subsidiary of airlines, that is known as the company 
radio, and they are in constant contact with their own aircraft. This 
is actually one of our problems that we hope to someday ultimately 
rectify, because it takes up frequencies that are badly needed. 

Senator Stennis. What I was coming to: You will eliminate that 
in your overall plan; is that right? 

Mr. Lowen. That is right. We eliminate the so-called middleman. 


UPGRADING OF PERSONNEL 


Senator Toye. Just 1 or 2 more questions on this matter of person- 
nel. What request could be made of Civil Service relative to salaries 
of these men who are checking flights, instruments, equipment, tower 
operations, and all? They are your top-notch investigators or tech- 
nicians in your service outside of your own respective offices. 

Mr. Moore. We have requested the Civil Service Commission to 
make a complete reexamination and to get new classifications through- 
out CAA in the field. And now they are very, very sympathetic to 
our request. 

Senator Taye. When do you anticipate that you will have an 
answer? 

Mr. Moore. Oh, I should judge within the next few months. 

Senator Torr. Have you the money, if a favorable action is taken 
on your request? 

Mr. Moore. Well, that I cannot answer yet. I doubt, however, 
if we would have enough money. 

Senator Toye. We could help of course in the first deficiency, when 
we return. But you have not made a specific recommendation. 
You have just asked Civil Service to make a complete examination. 

Mr. Moore. Yes; with the idea of upgrading our classifications. 
And we have tried that. This has been going on for several years. 
And we have really now come to the point where we are sure that 
Civil Service understands the necessity for doing that. 


PAY COMPARED WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY 


Chairman Haypen. All of these salaries that may result from the 
action taken by the Civil Service Commission—how do you think they 
will compare with the salaries paid a man performing similar service 
for a private airline? 

Mr. Moore. I would hate to venture a guess on that, but I would 
imagine that we would still be below industry. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Perhaps this might give you some clue, Mr. 
Chairman. One of the airline presidents told me recently that a first 
pilot on one of today’s 4-engine aircraft receives about $15,000 a 
year for flying 10 days a month, and when he starts flying jets he will 
receive about $20,000 a year for flying 10 days a month. 

Senator Taye. And the man that checks that equipment and checks 
that man’s performance, et cetera, gets less than $8,000. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. About half; yes, sir. 
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LETTER FROM SENATOR ROBERTSON 





Chairman Haypen. I have received a letter from Senator Robertson 
enclosing a létter to him from Mr. Ernest W. Reisner regarding the 
Burke Airport location. These letters will be placed in the record at 
this point. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
July 18, 1956. 
Hon. Cart HaypDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: I would appreciate it if you would have included in our 
hearings on the subject of an appropriation for an airport at Burke in Fairfax 
County, Va., the enclosed letter to me of July 17 from Ernest W. Reisner, together 
with pages 1 and 2 of the CAA Technical Development Report No. 187. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Witiis RoBertson. 





HOMEOWNERS QOpposED TO JET AIRPORT IN FAIRFAX COUNTY, 
Fairfax, Va., July 17, 1956. 
Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ROBERTSON: During the hearings on the Burke Airport on 
Monday, July 16, there was reference to studies made by the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration of various techincal aspects of the location of an airport at Burke, 
and the effects of such an airport on the aerial traffic situation in the Washington 
area. While the point was mentioned briefly, I do not believe sufficient emphasis 
was given to the effect on the capacity and operating characteristics of Washington 
National Airport of another airport at Burke. 

I am enclosing the title sheet and pages 1 and 2 of the CAA Technical Develop- 
ment Report No. 187, and wish to point out specifically the second paragraph on 
page 2. This indicates that Washington National Airport will suffer restriction 
of incoming traffic if an airport is located at Burke. The only condition, the para- 
graph further states, under which this effect might not be too serious, would be 
that Burke becomes the principal Washington airport and Washington National 
Airport loses its present commercial traffic. 

All of the discussion, evidence and testimony on this entire question which has 
ever come to my attention has been to the effect that Washington National Airport 
would continue in a role of major importance in handling Washington air traffic. 
Neither during the hearings yesterday, nor on any other occasion have I seen or 
heard any indication to the contrary. It therefore appears to me that our con- 
tention that the introduction of a third major airport into this immediate area 
would have a very detrimental effect from the congestion standpoint is, in effect, 
supported by the CAA itself. Surely it would be unwise to add another airport 
which would reduce the capacity of the present one. 

I do not recall any mention of this point by Senator Monroney in his eloquent 
defense of the Burke proposal, though I did note that nothing he said contributed 
in any way to reducing the cost of $47 million for the new airport, or added to the 
mere 10-minute saving in driving time, if there is ultimately any saving in time 
at all, resulting from the expenditure of the $47 million. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEsT W. REISNER, Chairman. 
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PRELIMINARY STUDY OF TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEMS FOR THE 
i 7 PROPOSED WASHINGTON SUPPLEMENTAL AIRPORT USING 
SIMULATION TECHNIQUES 
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TECHNICAL DEVELOPMENT REporRT No. 187 


By C. M. Anderson, F. 8. McKnight, T. K. Vickers, M. H. Yost, Navigation 
Aids Evaluation Division, November 1952, Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
| j Technical Development and Evaluation Center, Indianapolis, Ind. 
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SUMMARY 


This report describes the results of an air traffic-control study by simulation 
methods to determine the relative merit of several possible traffic patterns and 
airport layouts for a Washington supplemental airport site at Burke, Va. 

A preliminary analysis of four different configurations of navigational aids and 
instrument runway alinements was made to determine a system that would pro- 
vide the most efficient flow of traffic in and out of the proposed Burke Airport with 
the least restriction on Washington National and Andrews AFB air traffic. It was 
considered desirable that the system include a suitable approach procedure for jet- 
type aircraft. 

In making these studies, it was necessary to consider the restrictions on air 
traffic caused by the nearby Quantico and Dahlgren danger areas. 

The results of the simulation studies indicate that the Dumfries system, as 
described in this report, offers the best en route and terminal-area navigational 
features of any of the four systems tested. 


INTRODUCTION 


In order to assist in the initial planning for the proposed Washington supple- 
mental airport at Burke, Va., the Office of Federal Airways, through the Air Navi- 
gation Development Board, requested that the Technical Development and Eval- 
uation Center conduct a preliminary study of possible air-traffic patterns and air- 
port layouts. This study, which was necessarily of a cursory nature, was intended 
primarily to determine the most suitable arrangement of navigational facilities 
and instrument runways for the proposed airport. 

The proposed Washington supplemental airport site at Burke, Va., presents 
several diverse problems. The most formidable restriction to efficient traffic flow 
is the Quantico danger area, which is located 11 miles southwest of the Burke site. 
This Marine gunnery and rocket range, which covers an area of over 100 square 
miles, limits considerably the air space available for maneuvering aircraft into 
the final approach path at Burke Airport. 

The Dahlgren danger area, located 24 miles south-southeast of Burke, does not 
restrict traffic flow in the immediate airport vicinity. However, it does compli- 
cate the arrival routes to the three major airports in the terminal area. 

The proximity of the Burke site to the Washington National Airport will tend 
to restrict the flow of traffic into the latter field by obviating the use of a west sec- 
tor holding fix for feeding traffic into the Washington National Airport. This 
restriction may not be too serious if Burke becomes the principal airport in the 
Washington terminal area, since it is likely that Washington National Airport 
would then lose much of its present commercial traffic. 
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EVALUATION METHODS 


The study of four possible traffic-control systems for Burke Airport was con- 
ducted through the use of the dynamic traffic control simulator. <A brief descrip- 
tion of this equipment is given in another report.! 

In order to obtain comparative measurements on the operating characteristics 
of various systems, it was necessary to develop a representative traffic problem 
for the simulation tests. This problem was assembled through use of techniques 
developed by the Franklin Institute. Table I shows the schedule of arriving 
aircraft used in all simulation runs. The basic input to the problem consisted of 
40 aircraft. Four general speed categories were included, with a distribution as 
follows: 3 jets, 10 fast (DC-—6 or Constellation), 21 medium (Convair or Martin), 
6 slow (DC-3 or Twin Beech). 


ere 


3 Technical Development Report No. 185, titled ‘‘Evaluation of Traffic Control Systems for the Norfolk 
Terminal Area Using Simulation Techni ques.”’ 
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Table II shows the speed program and descent rates of the aircraft used in the 
standard problem. 


Traffic control systems 


All approach control systems tested for Burke Airport were twin-stack systems. 
with one holding fix located on either side of the final approach path. All facility 


layouts were based on the use of VOR facilities to define arrival and departure 
routes. * * * 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT COMMISSION 
LETTER FROM SENATOR O’MAHONEY 


Senator Haypen. A letter received from Senator O’Mahoney on 
the subject of the Roosevelt Commission will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UniTEep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
July 18, 1956. 
Hon. Cari HAayYbEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Car: I spoke to you yesterday about the pending conference on §, 
3386, a bill to amend the joint resolution entitled, ‘Joint Resolution to Establish 
a Commission for the Celebration of the 100th Anniversary of the Birth of 
Theodore Roosevelt,’’ approved July 28, 1955, which would authorize additional 
appropriations for the Roosevelt Commission. 

As passed by the Senate, S. 3386 authorized sums to be appropriated not to 
exceed $461,000. As passed by the House, the authorization was cut to $100,000. 

I am confident that in the conference that we will have with the House, we will 
convince the House that the cut was too great, as indicated by the enclosed copy of 
the proposed budget of the Commission for the full period of its life. 

Unfortunately, however, because of the civil-rights legislation which is being 
debated in the House of Representatives, I find it is impossible to arrange a con- 
ference with the House this week, and that we will be unable, therefore, to meet 
until the first of next week. I am sure that the House will agree to an increase 
and, therefore, I hope that it will be possible for your committee to make an 
appropriation contingent upon the agreement reached in conference. 

I am placing a copy of this letter in the hands of Senator Mundt, who is also 
a member of the Commission, and he will be glad to answer any questions that 
you may have in regard to this matter. 

With kindest regards, I am. 

Sincerely, 
JosePpH C. O’ MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 
Federal Charters, Holidays and Celebrations. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT COMMISSION—TOTAL BUDGET FOR THE FULL PERIOD OF 
THE COMMISSION, APRIL 1, 1956, TO MARCH 31, 1959 


1. Staff personnel, total, $225,000 


(a) Half staff of 8 for the preparatory 17 months in advance of the anticipated 
peak load of Commission activity (April 1, 1956, to Sept. 30, 1957), and the closing 
3 months from January 1 to March 31, 1959, necessary for winding up Commission 
affairs. 

(b) Full staff of 16 to carry the peak load for 15 months (October 1, 1957, to 
December 31, 1958). As its maximum the staff will include the Director, an 
Assistant Director, 1 researcher, 2 writers, 1 production man, 6 liaison personnel, 
and 4 stenographic assistants. 

The Commission has been informed that its personnel needs for work with the 
media and with civie organizations would require comparatively high-priced public 
relations personnel. It intends, however, to utilize in the main qualified, earnest, 
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and enthusiastic young men and women whose salary range would be far more 
moderate. The Commission’s budget estimate is based upon the assumption 
that, with the help of volunteers, civic leaders, and colleges and universities, it 
can find and engage such people and carry out with them the program entrusted 
to it by Congress. 


2, For educational material, $100,000 


This includes provision for the preparation and distribution of sound, popularly 
readable material, drawn from the book described on page 2 and including, in 
addition to the excerpts from his writings and speeches: a biography of Theodore 
Roosevelt; information as to the purposes and specific activities of the Commis- 
sion; speeches by members of the Commission, members of Congress, State and 
city Officials, and outstanding civic personalities; articles; radio and television 
texts; news reports of developments in the program; and, most particularly, the 
literature requirements of the participating groups. 


3. For travel costs, $38,000 


The Commission feels that it is of paramount importance that its members be 
enabled to have several meetings a year in various parts of the country so as to 
have direct contact with representative leaders throughout the United States, 
and in order to supervise diligently the developments in the program and to assure 
a scrupulous economy of operations. In addition, provision must be made for 
staff travel to Washington; for travel as may be required to the States, cities, 
and localities in which public ceremonies and projects will be carried out; and for 
direct contact with the leadership of the National and State organizations whose 
participation will be enlisted. 

1. For rent, utilities, telephone, telegraph, postage, and miscellaneous needs, $86,000 

This estimate includes provision for the space requirements of the staff on the 
basis of rental rates prevalent in the city in which the Commission makes its 
office; miscellaneous costs for holding meetings and arranging public events; and 
an amount estimated as required for the considerable mailings, chiefly to the par- 
ticipating and cooperating groups. It is hoped that individual congressional 
members of the Commission will help in the circulation of material by the use of 
their franking privilege, without which the mailing costs may be greater. 

5. For office equipment and supplies, $12,000 

This has been estimated following consultation with representatives from the 
General Services Administration. The office equipment is to be returned to the 
United States Government after the final submission of the Commission’s reports 


A total required appropriation of $461,000 


The Commission notes this as a cost of less than three-tenths of a cent for every 
living American man, woman, and child. 

The Commission submits this total as its carefully determined estimate; one 
that, in its desire for maximum economy, may be too narrow and confining for 
the tasks; and may call for further grants. The Commission hopes that if such 
will be needed, they will be found justified by Congress. The Commission here 
affirms that its appropriation request is drawn from its best and most conscientious 
judgment, and with the utmost regard for the requirements of economy, for which 
purpose it has designated a special subcommittee of three of its members. 


Budgetary requirements for the period up to June 30, 1957 (a period of 15 months 


1. For office equipment and supplies-_-_-___.-........--.-.---------- $7, 800 
2. For a staff of 1 researcher, 1 writer, 3 liaison personnel, and 2 stenog- 
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ge ee as Leaks cuebhabasswannoness 16, 000 
5. For rent, utilities, telegraph, postage, and miscellaneous needs- - - - - - 36, 000 


A total appropriation to enable the Commission to carry on during 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 


CACHE NATIONAL FOREST 





Senator Hayprn. A statement by Representative Dixon on pur- 
chase of lands in Cache National Forest has been received and will be 
inserted in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN HENRY ALDOUS DIXON IN Support OF BUDGET 


BurREAv’s REQUEST FOR $50,000 To Carry Out Purposes AUTHORIZED BY 
H. R. 8898 


Mr. Chairman, I sincerely appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee to testify in support of the Budget Bureau’s 
request for $50,000 to carry out the purposes of H. R. 8898, which went to the 
President several days ago for his signature. 

This bill, Mr. Chairman, provides for an additional authorization to appropriate 
$200,000 for the purchase of private lands within the Cache National Forest in 
Utah to facilitate the control of soil erosion and flood damage originating upon 
such lands. 

The portion of the Cache National Forest involved in this project includes 
high mountain lands in the Ogden River drainage area, and several smaller 
drainage areas along what is called the Wasatch front. These mountains extend 
from Ogden on the south to Deweyville or Collinston on the north. They serve 
to separate Cache Valley, containing the communities of Logan, where the Utah 
State Agricultural College is located, Mendon, Wellsville, Hyrum, and Paradise 
from the Salt Lake Valley lying tothe west. From Ogden on the south proceeding 
north along United States Highway 91 are the following cities of North Ogden, 
Willard, Perry, Brigham City, Honeyville, Deweyville, and Collinston. These 
cities are right at the foot of these almost sheer vertical mountains, hence the term 
“Wasatch front,” and lie in the direct path of flash floods (originating on impaired 
watershed lands) which are not an uncommon occurrence during the spring and 
summer months. 

The problem of floods and soil erosion began in this mountain area primarily 
during the last three decades of the 19th century. Pioneer settlers let their 
livestock overgraze the mountain grass and forage areas and otherwise abused 
these lands. The results are vividly set forth in the report entitled, ‘“‘Public 
Action To Save Vital Watersheds in Northern Utah,” which I submitted to the 
subcommittee on forestry of the House Agricultural Committee on behalf of 
the Weber County Watershed Protective Corp.: 

‘“* * * wneontrolled fires, many set by carelessness, and uninhibited grazing 
reduced the cover of vegetation on these precious mountain slopes. There 
was little thought given, in these early days, to this fact; the same slopes pro- 
ducea water, the liquid gold, and made ‘the desert blossom as a rose.’ The 
horrible truth was not apparent. In the past, civilizations had vanished from 
the earth because of the very things that were happening here. 

“Tt was a secant four decades from the time of the first settlement when the 
misuse of these mountain lands suddenly became apparent. Thundering mud- 
rock floods from denuded watersheds in Davis County and from Willard Basin in 
Box Elder County claimed several lives and millions of dollars in damages * * *. 

“Other minor damaging floods continued to spew forth from small canyons 
along the Wasatch front during the 1920’s and early 1930’s. Alarmed at the 
threat to life and property, the people in Utah’s northern counties pleaded for 
extension of the boundaries of the Cache and Wasatch National Forests and for a 
program to alleviate the creeping cancer of damaged mountain watersheds” 
(pp. 1-2). 

a? should be noted, Mr. Chairman, that watershed conditions conducive to 
the occurrence of mud-rock floods from simmer storms are different than those 
conditions which create high-water floods. It is the former rather than the 
latter set of watershed conditions with which we are concerned here. In this 
respect, also, it should be noted that the mud-rock flows from steep mountainous 
drainage areas are far more destructive in their washes than are the high-water 
floods in this part of the country. 
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Two of these mud-rock flows in the area along the Wasatch front, for example, 
hit the town of Willard, destroying 40 homes and a hydroelectric powerplant. 
In addition, two people were killed in a brick home demolished by one of these 
mud-rock flows. All told, almost $500,000 in damage was done to this small 
municipality. 

The boundaries of these two national forests were extended in 1934, 1936, and 
1938. In 1938, the Congress authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to purchase 
lands within the boundaries of the Cache National Forest for flood prevention and 
soil erosion purposes. This act also authorized appropriation of $10,000 annually 
from the receipts from that national forest to pay for the lands acquired. Except 
for the years 1940 and 1941, when $6,000 was appropriated respectively, and with 
the exception of the years 1944-46, and 1954, Congress, each year, has appro- 
priated the authorized $10,000. 

Of the $102,000 appropriated for this purpose, during the period 1940 up to and 
including the 1955 fiscal vear, the Federal Government had made a net expenditure 
of $63,874. This includes the purchase price of the land and all other obligations 
under each appropriation, less $21,291 representing the decrease in forest receipt 
fund payments to the counties due to expenditure of $85,165 by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for land purchases. This information is contained in a table attached toa 
letter to me dated June 12, 1956, from Mr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief, Forest 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, signed by Mr. Edward Crafts, 
Assistant Chief of the Forest Service. The letter I have marked as “Exhibit 1’ and 
the appropriate table giving this data as exhibit 2. I ask that they be printed in 
the hearing record at this point in my remarks, Mr. Chairman. 

The need for instituting systematic water and soil erosion control methods on 
these lands led to the establishment of two local nonprofit organizations, which 
have been the main springs of local efforts to place these private lands under 
proper protection and management. These organizations, the Weber County 
Watershed Protective Corp. and the Wellsville Mountain Area Project Corp., 
located in Cache and Box Elder Counties, have cooperated very closely with local 
Forest Service officials in this undertaking. Financed by local contributions, they 
have acquired a considerable acreage of these private lands, much of which has 
been donated to the Government while some has been sold to the Government at 
cost or at a loss. 

The combined acquisitions and donations of these 2 organizations, other local 
groups, both public and private, total 15,726 acres acquired at a total net cost 
to these groups of $117,314. This data, in part, is contained in another table 
I have marked “Exhibit 3,’’ Mr. Chairman, and which was sent to me by the Forest 
Service along with the June 12 letter I spoke of a moment ago. I ask that it be 
printed in the hearing record at this point in my remarks. This total net local 
contribution figure of $117,314 is derived by adding to the $96,023 listed in 
exhibit 3 under the heading ‘“‘ Total cost actual and estimated to donor,’ the sum 
of $21,291 listed in exhibit 2, under the heading ‘‘ Decrease in 25 percent fund 
payments due to expenditures.” 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, counties wherein national forests are located 
receive 25 percent of the funds derived from forest reeeipts. Under the Special 
Receipts Act, however, if these funds are used to purchase private lands within 
the boundaries of the national forest in question, these funds do not go to the 
counties to be used for school and road purposes. As I have pointed out, the 
Federal Government has spent $85,165, in the purchase of such lands. The 3 
northern Utah counties have in effect, therefore, donated the $21,291 listed under 
the heading in exhibit 2 entitled ‘‘ Decrease in 25 Percent Fund Payments Due to 
Expenditures,’ since 25 percent of the $85,165 listed in that exhibit as ‘“ Total 
obligations”’ incurred by the Federal Government amounts to $21,291. As noted 
above, the net Federal expenditure, therefore, was $63,874 through fiscal 1955. 

I should like to eall to the attention of the committee the fact that in addition 
to the $117,314 net local contribution for the period represented by the fiscal years 
1940-55 inclusive, local groups have continued to obligate themselves for the pur- 
chase of additional private lands, some of which undoubtedly will be donated to 
the United States when title is finally acquired. 

For example, in 1954 the Weber County Watershed Protective Corp. contracted 
for the purchase of 5,767 acres of land with the estate of one Wilmer J. Maw, on 
which $5,767 has been paid.: In 1956, the same organization, contracted with 
one Ralph W. Davis for the purchase of 2,484 acres on which $5,000 has been paid. 
Weber County acquired in 1956 another 2,267 acres, about one-half of which, 
with a value of $10,000, will probably be donated to the United States. The 
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small town of North Ogden, Utah, is raising funds to purchase watershed lands 
also at a cost of $10,000. These lands may later be donated to the United States. 

It is, I believe, appropriate at this point to review the accomplishments that 
have been achieved to date. The Forest Service, as a result of its splendid 
research, has already proved that through terracing, reseeding, and scientific 
range improvement, it can and has transformed these danger spots into a condition 
where there is no erosion, no danger of floods, and a marked increase in the quality 
and quantity of the streamflow. The water now comes out through springs and 
streamflow in the late summer when it is needed most, rather than rushing down 
the steep mountain slopes as floods immediately upon the melting of the first 
of the snows, or following summer flash thunderstorms. 

About 10 vears ago, a representative of the regional forest office in Ogden, Utah, 
took me to Snow Basin, located 14 miles from Ogden, Utah. This basin consti- 
tutes one of the principal sources of water supply tor Ogden City and Weber 
County. It is also the site of the Snow Basin ski lift and recreation area. He 
showed me first pictures of tracts in the basin before the land was taken from 
private ownership and then showed me the exact spots as they look now. These 
pictures are to be found on pages 17 and 18 of the materials prepared for the 
hearing record by the Weber County Watershed Protective Corp. to which I 
have previously referred. The pictures taken in 1936 showed the basin to be 
practically a Dust Bow! with hundreds of cattle fighting flies and a number of 
dead critters decaying on the banks and in the stream. The pictures showed the 
unraveling of the watersheds on the divides and huge deep gulches cut by the 
floodwaters as they rushed from the divides down into Wheeler Creek and Wheeler 
Canyon. What were formerly raw chasms are now healed over with a healthy 
growth of grass and underbrush and there have been no more floods. 

I am delighted to testify to you today that the transformation made in Snow 
Basin since 1936 has been phenomenal. Instead of a Dust Bowl, we have grass 
above the knee made possible through the reseeding work done by the Forest 
Service. This important watershed now produces usable high quality water. 

My Forest Service friend during the visit I made to the area 10 years ago 
showed me a bottle of water taken April 16, 1936, from Wheeler Creek. This 
water was taken immediately below Snow Basin at the point where Wheeler 
Creek flows into the Ogden City water main. It was so heavily laden with silt 
that it was unusable. Other bottles of sample water taken at the intake of the 
city main in April 1945, showed very little sediment, while the sample of water 
taken April 6, 1936, showed sediment one-fifth of the way up the glass. The 
improvement in water quality has been astonishing. The reseeding and reforesta- 
tion work has increased the waterflows in the city main almost one-third, and the 
flow of Wheeler Creek has now been restored to Ogden City’s water supply. 

I refer to this transformation which I have witnessed with my own eves over 
a period of 17 vears as being typical of the transformation that is taking place 
on the watersheds which have been, and are being, purchased from private owner- 
ship. These changes are typical of the transformation that will take place on 
the lands which we are asking your assistance to purchase through the passage of 
H. R. 8898. 

There is probably still in excess of 20,000 acres of impaired watershed lands 
above the Pineview and Hyrum Federal reclamation reservoir projects and their 
distribution systems along the mountain base, together with the Newton Reser- 
voirs and distribution system, that need restoration to prevent floods, soil erosion, 
and reservoir and canal sedimentation. These facilities supply nearly all the 
water needed for culinary, irrigation, and industrial use to about 20 cities, towns 
and farming areas with a combined population of about 120,000 people, together 
with 3 of the Nation’s largest military supply depots. In a letter dated April 24, 
1956, I asked Mr. G. Stanley Brewer, president, Weber County Watershed Pro- 
tective Corp., to furnish me with ‘‘section, township, and range location’’ data 
for the lands remaining to be purchased. This information is contained in a 
letter to me from Mr. Brewer dated May 11, 1956. The portion of this letter 
giving these locations I have abstracted from the letter and marked as “ Exhibit 
4.’ T ask that it be printed at this point in my remarks in the hearing record. 
The map to which Mr. Brewer refers in this part of his letter showing these areas 
in red can be found on the last page of the report entitled ‘‘ Public Action To Save 
Vital Watersheds in Northern Utah,” to which I have referred and which I filed 
with the Agriculture Committee of the House of Representatives for the hearing 
record at the request of the Weber County Watershed Protective Corp. 

As much as I admire the voluntary work of the Weber County Watershed 
Protective Corp. and the Wellsville Mountain Area Project Corp., and as much 
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as I appreciate the $10,000 which the Federal Government has given us the last 
few years out of the proceeds of funds collected on the Cache Forest, I am here to 
testify today that the rate at which lands on this impaired watershed have been 
acquired is far too slow and that we must step out immediately to purchase all of 
the dangerous sections located on the high divides. As the Department of Agri- 
culture pointed out in its report on this bill in a letter dated May 15, 1956, to 
Representative Cooley, chairman of the Committee on Agriculture: 

“The bill would apply to certain private lands within the Cache National 
Forest situated on the slopes of the Wasatch Mountains northeast of Ogden, 
Utah. On some such lands the vegetative cover and watershed capabilities have 
been and are being impaired through overgrazing, fire, or logging. Water from 
the mountains supports the cities and towns and agriculture in the valleys, and 
usable water is limited in relation to needs. Heavy rains on these mountain 
areas have in the past resulted in serious floods accompanied by mud-rock flows 
and excessive erosion of the damaged land. These floods and mud-rock flows 
have caused loss of life and much property damage. 

“In the late 1930’s a program of flood prevention and erosion control on these 
watersheds was commenced in which Federal and local governments and agencies 
participated * * *. However, practical limitations on appropriations under the 
1938 act prevent purchase of the larger areas needed for an effective remedial 
program. There are about 20,000 additional acres for which immediate action 
is needed for flood prevention and erosion control. 

“While the Department policy does not favor material increases in Federal 
land ownership, experience indicates that in this particular area public ownership 
is & necessary prerequisite to land restoration. Floods and mud-rock flows 
originating from the damaged lands within the national forest can be very destruc- 
tive of life and property.”’ 

If the bill is passed and money appropriated, some $50,000 could be spent this 
year to acquire land now under option to the Weber County Watershed Protective 
Corp. and similar groups in Cache and Box Elder Counties. There remains to 
be paid $12,000 owed yet by the Weber County Watershed Protective Corp. on 
the 2,484 acres purchased in January of this year. That corporation also has an 
additional 3,300 acres on the North Ogden watershed under contract at $39,966.50: 
500 acres also can now be purchased in the Brigham City watershed area in Box 
Elder County; 2,500 more acres in the Weber County, North Fork watershed 
area need to be brought under control and proper management. Other lands to 
be purchased by and large are scattered in small tracts along the ‘‘Wasatch 
Front.”’ 

The first reason, in my judgment, why the Federal Government should extend 
more substantive help at this time is to protect from possible flood damage 
several major Federal facilities involving large public investments. Just south of 
Ogden, Utah, is located the Hill Field Air Base, which employs nearly 10,000 
people; a little southwest of this facility is located the Clearfield Naval Base; 
and northwest of Ogden is the Utah General Supply Depot. These latter facilities 
have, respectively, some 7 and 5 million square feet of storage space. Their annual 
maintenance costs run into several million dollars. 

A second major reason is that the one-hundred-and-t went y-odd thousand people 
living below the watershed were shocked to discover when the Pine View Dam 
went dry this fall that Ogden City’s artesian wells, which provide the major 
portion of the culinary water for Ogden City, Hill Air Force Base, Clearfield Naval 
Base, and the great Army Supply Depot, were covered with 6 feet of mud, whereas 
the last time the reservoir was drained these artesian wells which have been 
covered by the water of the lake projected 4 feet above the reservoir floor. They 
were also shocked upon investigation to find huge banks of silt and mud all along 
the river basin, which with these banks will be washed into the reservoir in 
succeeding years by floods. 

Another thing that gives us all greater concern than we had heretofore is the 
fact that the Bureau of Reclamation has now commenced work on raising the 
Pine View Dam at a cost of between 6 and 10 million dollars. This additional 
cost, together with the original cost, will probably result in a total investment of 
$12% million. The entire project could well be threatened if the remaining 
private lands on this watershed are neglected. 

The third reason for immediate action lies in the favorable options which the 
communities through their conservancy districts have obtained from owners 
of private cattle and sheep ranges. These options will expire soon. If we permit 
them to expire, we shall have to pay a much higher price for the lands than is 
stipulated in the old option agreements. A case in point is illustrated by a letter 
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to me from G. Stanley Brewer, president of the Weber County Watershed 
Protective Corp. who wrote under date of January 25: 

“This morning we saw the culmination of many vears’ efforts. Mr. Ralph 
Davis met with our board and the county commissioners and the purchase agree- 
ment for approximately 4,800 acres of his property was consummated. This 
purchase includes the vital Cutler Basin area which caused the floods that de- 
stroved some of the summer homes in the North Fork, the area which has been 
under discussion so much the past few vears. 

“The county purchased about 2,200 acres of the lower portion for recreational 
purposes and our watershed corporation bound itself with the remainder. Our 
purchase, approximately $17,000, was payable in its entirety within the next 3 
years; So you see, we really need help.” 

In this respect, may I say that the price of this mountain land continues to 
rise each year. In 1951, the land on the North Ogden range could be purchased 
for $2.50 per acre. That same land in 1954 was finally purchased for $9 per acre. 
Land that was offered in 1950 for $7 was bought for $13 per acre in 1956. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the Department of Agriculture in its report upon 
this bill stated that it ‘‘would have no objection to enactment of this bill if amended 
to provide that funds authorized to be appropriated shall be expended only to the 
extent that such funds are matched by local donations of money or land of not 
less than equal value.” 

Furthermore, the report went on to say: 

“We believe that the purchase of land and the cost of the watershed rehabilita- 

tion work should be shared by Federal and local governments and agencies which 
stand to benefit from the progrma. We, therefore, have no objection to the bill 
if amended to include this provision. This could be accomplished by the following 
amendment: 
Page 2, line 7: Substitute a colon for the period and insert the following: 
““Provided, further, That the funds authorized to be appropriated under this Act 
shall be available for expenditure only to the extent that such funds are matched 
by donations of lands of not less than equal value to the United States of America 
within the Cache National Forest or funds of equal amount contributed by local 
agencies, organizations or persons, which contributed funds are hereby authorized 
to be expended in payment for lands acquired under this Act and to defray the 
cost of work to rehabilitate watersheds on national-forest lands within the Cache 
National Forest as authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture.’’’ ”’ 

The amendment, acceptable to the local people concerned, was adopted by 
the committee. 


see 


Also, since this bill involves a soil-erosion control and flood-prevention program, 
the committee further amended the bill to provide that: 

**No permits shall be issued under the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture 
for the grazing of domestic livestock on lands acquired under this act or on lands 
hereafter donated for matching purposes as hereinbefore referred to’’ (p. 1). 

This amendment is also acceptable to the local groups although they feel, as 
I do, that it is unnecessary and undesirable to prohibit in toto all grazing. 

Upon receipt of a copy of this report, I immediately wrote the Department of 

Agriculture under date of May 2, 1956, in regard to this suggested matching fund 
amendment. I called tothe Department’s attention the fact that local groups, both 
public and private, had spent at least $96,000 for the acquisition of some 22,500 acres 
which had been donated or sold at a loss to the Federal Government. Because of 
this fact, it was my opinion that the total net local contribution, which since has been 
verified at $117,314, should be counted as matching funds in meeting the matching- 
fund requirement of this proposed amendment. In this letter, and in subsequent 
telephone conversations with Mr. Ralph Roberts, Administrative Assistant 
Secretary, I ask that the Department of Agriculture furnish me with “suggested 
amendatory language’’ to accomplish this objective. 
Under date of May 15, 1956, Acting Secretary True D. Morse replied as follows: 
“* * * we believe that the simplest way for local contributions to be credited 
retroactively toward the matching requirements proposed by the Department 
would be the inclusion of appropriate language in the committee report on the 
bill. If the committee desires that past local contributions be considered in 
meeting the matching requirements, we believe the Department would so inter- 
pret the bill if the committee report contained such language as: 

t is the intention of the committee that donations of lands or funds by local 
agencies, organizations, or persons since [ ] (date) be counted toward meeting 
the matching requirements of the bill’.”’ 

I have marked this letter exhibit 5, Mr. Chairman, and I ask that it be printed 
in full at the conclusion of my statement. 
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For matching-fund purposes, however, the committee report make = it plain 
that although past local contributions ‘‘shall be counted as local matching fu ds 
for the purposes of the bill’, they shall be only “to the extent that thev have 
exceeded past contributions to this project by the Federal Government’ (p. 2 
The total of local contributions is to be determined on the basis of acquisition 
costs to the donors. As the committee report points out: 

‘Information supplied to the committee at the time of its hearing on the bill 
indicates that at the end of the 1955 fiscal year, local contributions toward land 
acquisition exceeded Federal expenditures for this purpose by some $53,500. 
This is based on reported local contributions of $117,314 less net Federal expendi- 
tures of $63,874’’ (p. 2). 

In concluding, Mr. Chairman, I merely ane to say that the Subcommittee 
on Forests of the Agriculture Committee of the House, visited part of this Cache 
National Forest area last summer. The nennie of these three northern Utah 
counties did appreciate the visit Chairman Grant, Mr. Hagen, Mr. Matthews, 
Mr. Watts, and Mr. McIntire made to see firsthand the progress that has been 
made over the past 14 years and the problems still to be solved. 

The Senate concurred in the House amendment to prohibit grazing on these 
lands and the bill has now gone to the President. The committee has before it 
a budget request from the executive branch for $50,000, which is slightly less 
than the excess by which local contributions to date exceed the Federal contri- 
bution, and which is to be recognized for matching-fund purposes under terms of 
the bill. I sincerely hope that the Appropriations Committee will recommend, 
and the Senate will pass, the second supplemental appropriations bill, including 
this $50,000 request. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for your time and indulgence this 
morning. 


EXxHIRIT |] 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOREST SERVICE, 
Was/ ington, D. ¢ 
Hon. Henry A. Dixon, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Drxon: In accordance with Mr. Frischknecht’s request, 
there are attached two copies of a table prepared by our regional office at Ogdea, 
Utah, showing acres, origina! appraised vaiue, and cost to donors of tands within 
the Cache Nationa: Forest donated to the United States by local agencies and 
individuals. The first two columns of the table are trom the records of the Forest 
Service, in the field and in this office. The information on costs to the donors of 
the lands involved and on losses through sales of other lands to the United States 
was furnished by the local agencies to our regional office. 

We attach also two copies of a table showing, by vears, the appropriations and 
expenditures thereof, pursuant to the Cache National Forest Receipts Act and indi- 
cated resultant decrease in 25 percent fund payments for benefit of counties. 
These are included to verify those informally given to Mr. Frischknecht a few 
days ago. 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHarp E. McArpue, Chief 
By Epwarp C. Crarts. 
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EXHIBIT 2 





Appropriations and expenditures under the Special Forest Receipts Act, Cache 
National Forest, Utah 


Decrease in Decrease in 

25 percent | 25 percent 

Fiseal year Appro- | Total obli-| fund pay- Fiscal year Appro- | Total obli- | fund pay- 
priation | gations! ments due priation | gations! | ments due 

to expendi- | to expendi- 

tures | | tures 
| 
1940. _- ..-| $6,000 | $5,881.41 $1, 470.35 || 1950___._- ..| $10,000 | $9,995.46 | $2, 498.87 
1941 6, 000 5, 891. 52 | 1, 472. 88 1951 ade 10, 000 | 6, 994. 35 | 1, 748. 59 
Reins 10, 000 9, 904. 57 5 GE MM Boe. .waniacdas 10,000 | 8, 978. 55 | 2, 244. 64 
1943 scm bicercs aie a Ro’ 10, 000 | 483. 63 | 120. 91 
. 4 : ; aie os ot a geese cake sake ; 
1945 3as : eee a=sucofl 1085............| 20,000} 9,702 674 2,448,420 
1946____ ; : 2 ooE Stroy 4 ae | —__—_ ——_—_—_—_—— 
Diese cee ‘ 10, 000 8, 890. 95 2, 222. 74 Total al 102,000 | 85,164.99 | 21,291. 26 
1948____ ot ee 10, 000 9, 973. 36 2, 493. 34 ||} 1956_._.-- - 10,000 | 29,862.00 | 2, 465. 50 
1949___- ae 10, 000 8, 377. 52 2, 094. 38 


Inclhides purchase price of land and all other obligations under each appropriation. 
2 Obligated to Apr. 30, 1956. 


EXHIBIT 3 


Donations 
| Forest Service 
appraisal] and Actual or | Other Total cost, 
Donor | Acres estimated estimated jestimated| actual and 
value of cost of land | cost estimated, 
land, time of} todonor | | to donor 
donation | 
Willard City _-| 1,807.32 $5, 522 $6, 300 | $300 $6, 600 
Box Elder County Eo 980. 36 2, 743 12, 000 | 12, 000 
Hyrum City ; 665. 53 1, 675 2, 000 2, 000 
Cache County 279. 79 922 700 a 700 
Wellsville Mountain__- 4,174.75 12, 693 RE Soc ocma es 16, 520 
Weber County 3, O85. 26 7, 627 11,000 | __.-- 7 11, 000 
Ogden City 3, 976. 98 11, 154 38,732; | 1,205 39, 937 
Boy Scouts_- ‘ 116. 0 1, 000 1, 000 seascaniietacenceal 1,000 
George W. Swan . 640. 00 2, 048 ND esa Sac 2, 048 


Ogden Chamber of Commerce and local 
civic ehibs bought 560 acres and sold to 


the United States at a loss of : : ee es! 680 
Weber County Watershed Protective | 
Corp. bought 4,742 acres and sold to the | 
United States at a loss of bs i eenend ; ; RD a taeeeee 3, 538 
Total 15, 725. 99 45, 384 94, 518 1, 505 96, 023 
| 
Estimated court costs in condemnation suits. 
NOT! Acreages and values of administrative sites formerly reported as donations are not included. 
EXHIBIT 4 
WEBER CouNTy WATERSHED PROTECTIVE CoRP., 


Ogden, Utah, May 11, 1956. 
Congressman H. Atpoux Drxon, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Drxon: I appreciate your letter of April 24 in which you 
ask more specific information about the land we have in sight for purchase with 
the $200,000 carried in H. R. 8898. The map which was sent with the last 
material indicates these areas in red. I am locating them below more specifically 
by section, township, and range. 
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icres 

i. r.6 N., R. 1 E., Salt Lake Base and meridian, secs. 6, 26, 34, and 35 1, 400 

[ L. 2 Deny Bs Bg COE Bin nn cncaes ss 5 ; 320 

ne N; R. 1 W., secs. 13, 15, 16, and 17_______- 1, 100 

T.8N., R. 1 W., sees. 3, 4, 6, 7-10, 15-19, 21, 27, 28, and 32 6, 660 

in ¥ ss , m. 2° W., secs. 12 cad 13 : é : 960 

7 T.9 N., R. 1 W., secs. ri 5, 7-9, 16-21, 28, 33 5, 540 

e r. 10 N., R. 1 W., sees. 17, is, 20. 29 ce , 780 

i- ie x” Re ONS BO a : 1, 060 

r. 12 N., R. 2 W., sees. 26, 33-35 RMR alana rin shee whi ice 1, 330 

87 Total cman 18, 830 
59 

64 We anticipate that an average of $10 per acre will be necessary to secure the 

a land listed above. Some can be purchased for less and some will cost considerably 

12 more. These lands are presently owned by various private parties. The largest 

- single ownership is in T. 8 N., Ranges 1 and 2 West where about 6,000 acres is 

> owned by Samuel J. Smith of Ogden. The smaller ownerships may be picked 


up at various times with the annual $10,000. The larger blocks will require 
more in order to make a purchase * * * 
I hope the above information may be of use to you in your attempt to get 
passage of this important piece of legislation. 
Sincerely yours, 
G. STANLEY BREWER, 
President, Weber County Watershed Protective Association. 


EXHIBIT 5 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1956. 
Hon. H. A. Dixon, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN D1xon: This is in reply to your letter of May 2, concerning 
H. R. 8898 to authorize the appropriation of funds for the purchase of some land 
within the Cache National Forest in Utah. 

We believe that the amendment proposed by the Department in its report of 
May 15, 1956, to the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture would ordinarily 

be interpreted as recognizing for matching purposes only donations of land or funds 
from loeal sources which occur subsequent to enactment of the bill. 

In accordance with your discussion with Assistant Secretary Ralph Roberts, 
we believe that the simplest way for local contributions to be credited retroactively 
toward the matching requirements proposed by the Department would be the 
inclusion of appropriate language in the committee report on the bill. If t 
committee desires that past local contributions be considered in meeting the 
matching requirements, we believe the Department would so interpret the bill 
if the committee report contained such language as: 

‘It is the intention of the committee that donations of lands or funds by local 


agencies, organizations, or persons since date) be counted toward 
meeting the matching requirements of the bill.” 
Sinccrely vours, 
TrueE D. Morse. Acting Se 


| District oF COLUMBIA 
SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS AND SUITS 


Chairman Haypen. The record will show at this point the supple- 
mental estimate submitted for payment of claims in excess of $250. 
(The estimate referred to follows:) 
Out or District or CoLumBiAa FUNDS 
“For the payment of claims in excess of $250, approved by the Commissioners 


in accordance with the provisions of the Act of February 11, 1929, as amended 
(45 Stat. 1160; 46 Stat. 500; 65 Stat. 131), $10,000.” 
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DivistON OF EXPENSES 





“The sum appropriated in this Act for the District of Columbia shall be paid 
out of the general fund of the District of Columbia, as defined in the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1957.”’ 


JUSTIFICATION 
The accompanying estimate of appropriation of $10,000 is submitted in order 


to pay a claim approved by the Commissioners on July 12, 1956, under the same 
act of Congress which is in excess of $250, as follows: 


Amount | Amount 


Claimant Nature of claim of of settle- 
claim ment 
Luther T. Medlin Personal injuries (loss of right leg) as result of being struck $10, 000 $10, 000 


by bullet accidentally fired by Metropolitan Police 
officer in front of New Amsterdam Restaurant, 2800 14th | 
St. NW., on Jan. 30, 1954. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
REVISED JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman HayprENn. Revised justification for items from the 
Department of Agriculture, submitted to the Senate pursuant to 
Senate Document 143, follow. The committee hearings on the original 
estimates and justifications begin on page 1. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Salaries and expenses, 1957 
tequest $85, 000 
Appropriation to date 2, 740, 000 
Employment: 
Average number, current appropriation 400 
Average number involved, this estimate ead : 18 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The additional funds would be used for salaries and expenses in providing lega 
services in connection with new and revised loan programs authorized in the 
pending legislation. 

LANGUAGE 


“For an additional amount for ‘Office of the General Counsel’”’, $85,000: Provided, 
That this appropriation shall be available only upon enactment into law of H. R. 
11544, 84th Congress, or similar legislation amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended.”’ 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The proposed language would provide additional funds for legal services in 
fiscal year 1957 incident to the approval of real estate secured loans made by the 
Farmers’ Home Administration under the authority proposed in H. R. 11544, 
or similar legislation, amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended. 


Justification for supplemental estimate, fiscal year 1957, for salaries and expenses 
1. Agricultural credit and conservation: 
Available, 1957 a ee ee : tase _ $1, 400, 000 
Supplemental estimate, 1957 gee ee — 85, 000 


Revised estimate, 1957 1, 485, 000 
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Funds were not included in the Department of Agriculture and Farm Credit 
id Administration Appropriation Act, 1957, to provide the legal work which will be 
of required in connection with the increased number of real estate secured loans to 
be made by the Farmers’ Home Administration in 1957 
(1) An increase of $85,000 for legal work incident to the appro\ il of approxi 
mately 5,910 farm ownership loans to be made by the Farmers’ Home Adm 
tration. 
or NEED FOR INCREASE 


l S- 


It is contemplated that approximately 5,910 more real estate secured loans 
for farm ownership purposes will be referred to the Office of the General Counsel 
for legal attention in 1957 than were approved in 1956, if the Bankhead-Jones 

t Farm Tenant Act, as amended, is further amended as proposed in pending legisla- 
. tion (H. R. 11544, 84th Cong.). Approximately 4,350 of this increase is attrib- 
uted to the proposed legislative change and the increased funds available for loans 
of this type. Experience has demonstrated that an attorney can give legal 
approval to approximately 650 real estate secured loans of the Farmers’ Home 
Administration in 1 year. Thus, 9.1 attorney man-years would be required 
to give legal approval to the anticipated increase of 5,910 loans in 1957. The 
. increase in the number of loans will necessitate additional legal work in examining 
loan dockets, preparation or approval of contracts, deeds, and mortgages, re- 
viewing title evidence such as abstracts of title, title insurance binders and certifi- 
cates of title for legal sufficiency, preparing closing instructions and related docu- 
ments, examining closing documents and issuing final opinions thereon 


FARMERS’ Home ADMINISTRATION 


Salarie s and €L penses, Farmers’ Home Administration , 1957 


{equest, for fiscal year 1957 _- $1, 400, 000 
Appropriation to date $26, 750, 000 
Employment: 
Average number involved in this estimate 320 
Actual employment May 31, 1956 111, 387 


1 Includes 6,048 State and county committeemen. 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


The proposed 1957 supplemental appropriation includes $1,400,000 for costs in 
connection with amendments to the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act now pend- 
ing in the Congress. The availability of the proposed appropriation would be 
contingent upon the enactment into law of H. R. 11544, 84th Congress, or similar 
legislation. H. R. 11544, amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Aet, 
passed the House on June 20, 1956, and the Senate on July 12, 1956. H.R. 11544 
would substantially broaden the authority for loans under both titles I and II of 
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and would result in a much larger volume 
of loans. The enactment of this bill, plus an added $45 million in direct-loa: 
funds included by the Congress in the regular appropriation act for 1957, is ex 
pected to result in an increase of about 53 percent in the workload for making 
these types of loans to new borrowers. 


t 
> 
\ 


LANGUAGE 


“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries and expenses’, $1,400,000: Provided, 


That this appropriation shall he available only upon € nactment into law of H R. 114 , 4 
Eighty-fourth Congress, or similar legislation amending the Bankhead-Jones Farm 


Tenant Act, as amended.’’ 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The language would provide an additional amount for salaries and expenses of 
$1,400,000 in 1957 in connection with the making and servicing of loans under 
titles I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, asamended. H.R. 11544 
would amend both titles I and II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to 
broaden the authorities for loans, thus increasing the number of farmers eligible 
for loans. The availability of the proposed appropriation would be contingent 
upon the enactment into law of H. R. 11544 or similar legislation. 
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Justification for supplemental estimate, fiscal year 1957, for salaries and expenses 


Administration of direct and insured loan program: 


Aphropratiaon, 1007 _ =... ==. Besos anit os bli am ee ew 
Supplemental estimate, 1957-__..........--------- ; ah 1, 400, 000 
Revised estimate, 1957. oe ce Se ot ee 28, 150, 000 


NEED FOR INCREASE 


A substantial increase in the workload at all levels of operation will result from 
the enactment of H. R. 11544, containing amendments to titles I and ITI of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act. The added loan funds required by amend- 
ments to title II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and for other purposes 
have been provided in the regular Appropriation Act for 1956 which contains 
an increase above the budget estimates of $25 million for production and sub- 
sistence loans. In addition, the act contains a contingeney fund of $15 million 
for production and subsistence loans. The increased volume of loans resulting 
from the amendments to title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act will be 
provided through the existing insured loan authority which would be increased 
from $100 million to $125 million each year under the proposed amendments. 

Amendments to title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act would provide 
new authority for loans to refinance the existing indebtedness of an applicant who 
is unable to meet the current repayment schedules of his existing loan, but who 
can reasonably be expected to work out his difficulties if given an opportunity to 
refinance his indebtedness on a longer term basis consistent with his current ability 
to repay. The bill includes a $50 million limitation on the amount of insured 
loans each fiscal year made for refinancing purposes. Currently there has de- 
veloped a need in many areas of the country to assist individual farmers and stock- 
men through the refinancing of existing secured indebtedness as well as some un- 
secured indebtedness. New authority is also provided under both titles I and II 
to make loans on less than family-type farms where an applicant is substantially 
engaged in farming but requires some off-farm income to bring his income to a 
point where he can provide a decent standard of living for himself and family and 
repay indebtedness on his loan. This provision would be very helpful in pro- 
moting the purposes of the rural development program. 

As a result of the proposed legislative changes and the increased funds available 
for production and subsistence and farm ownership loans, it is anticipated that 
about 4,350 farm ownership loans and 11,760 production and subsistence loans 
will be made over the number contemplated in the original budget estimates for 
1957 which were based on the loan authorizations in the budget estimates and 
which were not predicated on the enactment of additional and broadened legis- 
lative authority. These estimates anticipate an increase in farm ownership loans 
under title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act up to a total of $100 million 
of insured loans and $24 million of direct loans. This is an increase of about $68 
million over the amount of loans which will be made and insured in 1956, and $50 
million over the $55 million insured and $19 million direct on which the 1957 
budget estimates were based. These estimates also anticipate that the entire 
$180 million for production and subsistence loans, including the $15 million con- 
tingency, will be obligated in 1957. 

As a part of the increased authorizations for loans contained in the 1957 Appro- 
priation Act, the Congress also increased the appropriation for salaries and 
expenses by $345,000 above the budget estimate. The latter increase bas been 
taken fully into account in this supplemental estimate of $1,400,000 for salaries 
and expenses. 

PLAN OF WORK 


The impact of the anticipated increase in lending in 1957 would affect the 
operations of the Farmers’ Home Administration at the various levels about as 
follows: 

National Office.—The only significant increase required in the National Office 
would be in the Operating and Real Estate Loan Branches of the Loan Division. 
It is expected that 1 additional loan officer would be required in the Operating 
Loan Branch, and 2 additional loan officers in the Real Estate Loan Branch. 
In addition, three additional clerk-stenographers would be required. The loan 
officers would be needed in giving technical advice and assistance to the field 
offices, and in answering the large increase in inquiries that will be received because 
of the increased volume of loans. Little or no increase is anticipated in any of 
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mere the other National Office Divisions except for possible need for an additional! 

employee to contract private lenders in connection with the insured loan program 
000 _ Finance Office. —The Farmers’ Home _Administration maintains only one 
000 Finance Office, located in St. Louis, Mo. This Office handles all of the fiseal and 


ee accounting activities of the Administration, including all loan accounting, billings, 
000 payrolls, ete. Some increase would be necessary in this Office because of the 
increased volume of loans. The entire increase, however, woald be in clerical 
staffs particularly in the Loan Accounting and Machine Accounting Branches 
principally engaged in processing loans and payments on loans. Some small 


om increase may be needed in the Voucher Examination Branch, because of the 
the increased number of loan vouchers, and in the payroll unit, because of the added 
id- employees included in this estimate. The entire increase in the Finance Office 
ses is estimated at $29,000. 
ins State office—The Farmers’ Home Administration maintains 41 State offices 
ib- serving 1 or more States, and the Territories of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 
on All of the farm ownership loans under title I are finally approved in the State 
ng offices. To handle the added volume of loans, some State offices will need to 
be : increase their technical staffs by the addition of loan officers and clerks. The 
ad i farm loan officer would be responsible for approving loans, or for making a close 
Ss. i examination of each docket so as to properly recommend approval by others. 
le : In addition, his duties would include assistance to county offices and the handling 
10 of problem situations which inevitably arise. 
Te) At the present time, the Farmers’ Home Administration has no engineering 
O services in 12 of its 41 State offices. Engineers are used as technical consultants 
y for farm ownership loans as well as soil and water conservation loans. Most of 
d these types of loans involve some kind of construction, and technical assistance 
. is needed to secure accurate construction estimates, to check building plans and 
- specifications for minimum standards of construction, to give guidance to the 
- county offices in the necessary inspection during the construction and to safeguard 
I the Government’s interest. It is proposed to add a sufficient number of engineers 
y to provide this service through all State offices though some of the service may be 
4 provided by engineers working across State lines. 
1 The total personal services and travel costs for all the added assistance at State 
5 offices would be about $100,000, an increase of less than 3 percent. 

County offices.—The major portion of the salaries and expenses increase would 
, be utilized to strengthen the staffs of existing county offices, and to open additional 
county offices where necessary to properly handle the added volume and to safe- 


! guard the Government’s interest. The Farmers’ Home Administration’s policy 
has been to decentralize loan making and servicing activities to the county offices 
to the greatest extent possible. Most of the operating loans are approved by 
county supervisors, and all loans are originally worked up and docketed by the 
county supervisors. Some of the larger operating loans and all of the title I loans 
are finally approved in the State offices. 

In addition to the actual increased volume of loans that will be made, the enact- 
ment of the proposed legislation will result in a tremendous increase in the number 
of inquiries from farmers and ranchers and in the number of applicants for loans, 
many of whom will prove to be ineligible. The added volume of loans will rep- 
resent an increase of about 53 percent in the workload for making titles I and II 
loans to new borrowers and, of course, will result in an added number of loans 
outstanding which must be serviced in future years. A part of the added volume 
can be absorbed through the existing organization, but generally only when the 
increased volume is experienced in some of the offices which presently have a 
relatively low borrower load. The balance of the increased workload must be 
provided for through increased county office personnel, both county supervisors 
and clerks. Based on the 1957 budget estimates the average county supervisor 
or assistant county supervisor would be servicing a weighted workload equiva- 
lent of about 203 borrowers with adjustment-type production and subsistence 
loans outstanding. This weighted average number takes into consideration the 
relative amount of work involved in making and servicing one type of loan as 
compared to another. This workload could be handled more adequately if the 
workload were distributed evenly among the county supervisors and assistants. 
However, even on that basis, this number represents a heavy average load con- 
sidering the very essential need to render technical assistance to many borrowers 
in farm and home planning and in the actual operation of their farms. The 
farm and home planning assistance and guidance rendered to borrowers represents 
the chief safeguard necessary to assure the success of the borrower and the even- 
tual repayment of the loan. The increase of $345,000 contained in the appro- 
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priation act, plus the amount of $1,400,000 contained in this estimate, will pro- 
vide personnel in county offices so that the average weighted workload per county 
supervisor and assistant in 1957 will be about 213. While this number is greater 
than at present, it is believed that the increase can be absorbed by the fact that 
some of the loans will be made in county offices where the present workload is 
not unduly large. 

in all of its activities, the Farmers’ Home Administration is estimated to have a 
principal balance of direct and insured loans outstanding on June 30, 1956, of 
about $935 million, representing the accounts of about 170,000 active borrowers 
and 110,000 borrowers who have received loans in the past, principally from 
predecessor agencies, who are not now actively farming with the loan funds, but 
continue to owe balances which are being collected, compromised, or adjusted as 
rapidly as possible. 

It is estimated that about 204 man-years of additional county supervisors and 
assistants, and 54 man-years of additional clerical assistance will be needed in the 
fiscal year 1957 to process and service the added valume of loans. Included in this 
estimate is the possible opening of an additional 18 county offices throughout the 
country in areas of greatest need. 

County committees.—All of the loans of the Farmers’ Home Administration are 
reviewed by county committees, consisting of 3 members, at least 2 of whom must 
be active farmers in the community. County committeemen are compensated 
at $5 per day, plus $2 in lieu of travel and subsistence. Considering the number 
of the additional loans that could be reviewed at meetings which would otherwise 
be held, it is estimated that the increased cost included in this estimate would be 
about $41,000. County committeemen in the case of title I loans are required to 
certify to the reasonable value of the farm as well as to the eligibility of the appli- 
cant within the eligibility requirements established in the statute. 


Chairman Haypen. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank vou gentlemen for your appearance. 
(Whereupon, at 3:35 p. m., Wednesday, July 18, 1956, the hearing 
was recessed to the call of the Chair.) 
: 
} 
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FRIDAY, JULY 20, 1956 


Unitrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met at 2 p. m., in room F-37, the Capitol, Hon. 
Lister Hill, presiding. 
Present: Chairman Hayden, Senators Hill, Robertson, Holland, 
Stennis, Thye, Mundt, Smith, and Dworshak. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
BurEAvu oF EmpLoyrers’ CoMPENSATION 


STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM McCAULEY, DIRECTOR, AND T. Y. 
ENGLISH, ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Hitt. The committee will kindly come to order. We will 
proceed with the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation, Mr. McCauley, 
the Director, and Mr, English, the assistant to the Administrative 
Assistant Secretary. 

(The justification follows:) 


INCREASED BENEFITS AND REHABILITATION OF INJURED EMPLOYEES UNDER 
THE LONGSHORMEN’S Act 


It is estimated that $47,000 annually would be required for administration of 
amendments to the Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act, 
providing for increased rehabilitation services to injured employees. 

It is proposed to place a vacational rehabilitation adviser and secretary in 
three district offices under the Longshoremen’s Act to provide such services as 
may be required for rehabilitation of injured employees. This will provide service 
for employees in three geographical areas namely: the east coast, gulf and west 
coast. An additional clerk will be needed in the central office of the chief voca- 
tional rehabilitation adviser for administrative details involved in this program. 
The attached table provides a detail by object of the estimate. 

Funds necessary for administration of this program will be obtained from the 
special fund created by section 44 of the Longshoremen’s Act in such amounts as 
may be authorized in annual appropriations of the Department of Labor. 
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LONGSHOREMEN’S AND HarBoR WorRKERS’ COMPENSATION ACT 











Estimated costs needed for administration of increased benefits and rehabilitation 
services 
| Grade | Number of Amount 

| Positions 

Personal services: | 
Vocational rehabilitation adviser___.___.........___- SST Te enceent 3 | $19, 170 
Rehabilitation clerk _ -- -- Pas imaeees atest aa IR aio ican 1 | 3, 670 
Clerk-stenographer-_~-_-...___-- gt pen shee Es es be ian NE ener 3 | 10, 245 
ee ND Rn seca eabeabneacen | ES -| 7 | 33, 085 
SOIR as sero rcte a sernhaeanwhaceneeakehabenenscee elie resiassenustakusebnenceacol 712 
Rie NII ope anemia canescuanmasan eben meae oiniaaecteh dealer tein 32, 373 
BD he rele et areas seb needed aig iiekne eens va 127 
01 PARI a Eee Saar peta tad 32, 500 
02 Travel.___-_- a a a SES ee SRS eee 10, 000 
03 ‘Transportation of things___- aspires eer tne een 2 pithn sna orem annemceae 500 
04 Communication services stip inane atte = wnt inane tices A inten thes ndpiianes-oll 300 
06 Printing and reproduction._______-______-_- iecaigianiee en elats Ronnende gee sone eS oaiinlenes de 1, 000 
O7 ieee pe traeeies SUF VOONE. WW... «onc nsec clin... il oleainedndtiin se enebatl Sh Saukaabbentee at 250 
es Sarre I ae prealineepinien Se a ae 350 
ee eens 23 SANG A eS Seer eee ee 2, 100 
RUMI rc hse ae Pere a ee a cae er oe vy 14, 500 
} ee ——<— — 
EE INR ii tak cadniceniecbacacunaiadewet I Sts terials ti ‘ ketnaketa i 47, 000 





Program and financing 




















Increase (+) 
Presently | Revised | or 
available estimate decrease (—), 
| difference 

‘ | rf 
Program by activities: | 
Direct obligations: 
1. Disposition of compensation claims: | | 

OE eee ee ay ee era ee eens 9,513 G66 | $1,813, 665 }.-............ 

(6) Longshoren_en and harbor workers. - - -.---- 592, 770 | NB te gat 

(c) Bacoutive direction... .............2..2.... 120, 575 | ST eat ee 
2. Appeals from determination of Federal employee 

PR ct ae bok araia tac won Snore ice eaeks a 120, 000 120, 000 aah inal chai 

Total direct obligations. __------....------------ | 2,347,000] 2,347, 000 |..-...-.- 

Reinbursable obligations: 

3. Administration of War Claims Act__.__-- Po 78, 500 | 78, 500 | sao to roe! : 
4, Administration of longshoremen’s rehabilitation | | 

ee ee a Sees eet eae eC Rak en 47, 000 | +47, 000 

tnt tnaiiiae ns 2,425,500 | 2, 472, 500 +47, 000 

Financing: 
Advances and reimbursements from non-Federal sources-- —78, 500 —125, 500 | —47, 000 
NIN so cectceecrescreacosupacsrrescesnackeseres 2, 347, 000 | 2, 347, 000 | ithe Ms taurus seen sai 








Note.—Reimbursements from non-Federal sources are payments from the war claims fund, War Claims 
Act of 1948 (50 U. S. C., appendix 2012) and payments from trust fund created by sec. 44c of the Long- 
shoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act (S. 2280, 84th Cong., 2d sess.). 
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: 
Obligations by objects 
Increase (+ 
Object classification Presently Revised or 
ay iilat le estin ate deers ne 
difference 
SUMMARY OF PERSONAL SERVICES 
Total number of permanent positions ‘ 442 449 +7 
4 Average number of all employees_ - -- 433 440 17 
: Number of employees at end of year_. te 430 437 +7 
Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary ; $4, 770 $4, 766 —$4 
Average grade ___ GS-5.9 GS-58 GS-0.1 
Personal service obligations: 
Permanent positions $2, 052, 226 $2, 084, 726 +-$32, 500 
Payment above basic rates - 5, 097 5, 097 
Other payments for personal services- -- 94, 677 94, 677 
: Total personal service obligations_-__-.-- See 2, 152, 000 2, 184, 500 +-32, 500 
; DIRECT OBLIGATIONS 
; 01 Personal services__-_- ae ‘ ears 2, 075, 700 2, 075, 700 
02 Travel-- ; ai utes 108, 300 108, 300 
03 Transportation of things___- 5, 000 5, 000 
04 Communication services ‘ 38, 800 38, 800 
05 Rents and utility services 2, 400 2. 400 
: 06 Printing and reproduction 22, 500 22, 500 
i 07 Other contractual services 39, 10 39, 100 
Services performed by other agencies___- 25, 600 25, 600 
08 Supplies and materials_---_- 17, 200 17, 200 
Equipment ; 10, 400 10, 400 
Taxes and assessments _- 2, 000 2, 000 
§ Total direct obligations __-_..-- : 2, 347, 000 2, 347, 000 
REIMBURSABLE OBLIGATIONS 
01 Personal services_-_-- a LS : ; gach tases 76, 300 108, 800 1.39 FOO 
02 Travel_- : ae = : 600 10, 600 4-10, 000 
03 Transportation of things sake en 500 4-500 
04 Communication services Le oak ee clean ices 300 600 +300 
06 Printing and reproduction__- ey: oe 5O 1. 050 +1. 000 
07 Other contractual services ie : 400) 650 +250 
08 Supplies and materials eS eae eae as ees : 450 800 1350 
09 Equipment cen ey ees see 200 2, 300 +2, 100 
a nn ec mneaaen 200 200 
Total reimbursable obligations____..............-_-.__- 78, 500 125, 500 +-47, 000 
Total obligations___._...._____- a RE oe ae 2, 425, 500 2, 472, 500 +47, 000 
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Detail of personal services 
| 
iF Num- | Total Num-,; Total Num- | Total 
ber | salary ber salary ber salary 
| | i 
Departmental: | | 
General schedule grades: | 
GS-16, Range $12,900 to $13,760: | | 
Director - 1 $13, 545 1} $13,545 
Gs-15 Range 311,610 to » $12,690: i 
Chairman, employees’ compen- 
sation appeals board_._..____- 1 12, 420 | 1 mae 1.....-. Reise 
GS-14. Range $10,320 to $11,395: 
Deputy director. ............- 2 22, 360 2 | RID fcdaicndhten cons 
Board member, employee’s 
compensation appeals board. 2 21, 715 | 2 | ON ati ii 
GS-13. Range $8,990 to $10,065: : 
Administrative officer__.__--.- 1 | 9, 420 | 1} 9, 420 | Sanrtaaniaie ; 
Assistant deputy director ----- 2 | 17, 980 | 2 De Setaskinw kdiwcciasilses ; 
Chief statistician.........__._- 1;| 9490!) 1 RN conse Baathaces 
Chief claims examiner --- -_--- 1 10, 280 | 1 10, 280 | 3 4 
GS-12. Range $7,570 to $8,645: ' 
Assistant chief claims exam- 
iiss cass rains aoecrmas eee! 1 8, 215 1 8, 215 | j 
Vocational rehabilitation ad- | | i 
SN ccm cetdaenaceeeenne 1 7, 570 1 | TPO Aiko nei ckespaeonpon 4 
GS-11. Range $6,390 to $7,465: | 4 
Budget examiner. ____....--- 1 | 6, 390 | 1 C000 foo nnn ets: 3 
Organization and methods | | : 
SI inp eorncttnedanacce 1 6, 605 1 COOP h- ievanechscciae 5 
Training officer __...--.-_---- 1 | 6, 605 1 | RES Pamemeste j 
Fiscal officer..........-..----- 1 | 7, 035 1 PE ckcvdeiccneaca: ; 
Claims examiner (section 4 
chief) 5 33, 670 | 5 | 33, 670 dint aAden dees. 3 2 
Vocational rehabilitation | 
representative... ..-...----- 2 12, 780 | 2 | 12, 780 |.---- , 
Chief investigator__________- | 1 6, 605 | 1 |} 6, 605 = 3 
Case analyst. __ a 2 13, 640 2} 13,640 |-..-.--- ; 
GS-9. Range $5,440 to $6,250: | | 4 
Budget examiner_-__.-------- 1] 5, 980 | 1 | 5, 980 |_- 4 
insurance examiner----------- 1 5, 845 | 1 | 5, 845 Sites tins casbetes « , 
Docket and files supervisor. - _| 1 5, 845 | 1 | RR teach acsthesheshadeoe. 3 
Fiscal accountant _.....----..- 1 6, 250 | 1} ae baste cesbetct. ll... 4 
Statistical assistant. .--.-...-- 1 6, 115 | 1 | 20D fesannenchuciedebec owe t 
Administrative assistant__-._- 1 6, 250 1 6, 250 ewes anda i 
Claims examiner_.......-.---- 4 23, 380 | 4 PN Pests sad caccncesews i 
Assistant chief investigator. -_| 1 6, 250 | 1 | DN enti otic eedamwlnaee 
Ogee amalye.....;~..----<..-.- 4 23, 785 | 4 | WEP sce eccicacaihatrand 
GS-8. Range $4,970 to $5,780_____- 31 171, 620 | 31 | EERE Bo caicetaeabinien ice o 6 
GS-7. Range $4,525 to $5,335_____- 20 99, 410 | 20 eR eee 
GS-6. Range $4,080 to $4,890__-_.- 10 46, 875 | 10 OR cetitchncccsnaininn sadn 
GS-5. Range $3,670 to $4,480__.__- 41 171, 140 | 42 174, 810 +3, 670 
GS-4, Range $3,415 to $3,925_____- 52 193, 730 | 52 Re WEEN Reet eR eh Acowcae : 
GS-3. Range $3,175 to $3,685_-__..- 76 260, 595 | 76 TE Bietienncndinoseanseces 4 
GS-2. Range $2,960 to $3,470_-__- 3 10, 070 3 10, 070 pail de 3 
GS-1. Range $2,690 to $3,200_-_- 3 9, 260 | 3 ee Ocicesccdincennesea ; 
Ungraded positions at hourly rates: : 
Rates equivalent to less than $5,060. - 1 | 3, 255 | I Eo ne cnnst Rakieieeaon acs : 
Total permanent, agerenania.. 279 E 1, 281, 910 280 1, 285, 580 +3, 670 j 
Deduct lapses. ____ : : 6 34, 740 6 34, 740 3 
Net permanent, departmental (aver- _* 4 
age number, net salary) | 273 1, 247, 170 | 274 | 1, 250, 840 | +3, 6 : 
Other payments for personal services: | j | = 
Payments to other agencies for re- | 2 
PENI INE oo oi oe ceics eset owww anne 73, 895  |- 73, 895 |-------- ‘ 
All personal services, depart: | | | ; 
mental Date 1, 321, 065 1, 324, 735 |. +3, 670 
Field: 
General schedule grades: | | { 
GS-14. Range $10,320 to $11,395: 
Deputy commissioner - 1 | 11,395 1 | 11, 395 
GS-13. Range $8,990 to $10,065: | | 
Deputy commissioner -- 11 110, 285 11 | 110, 285 
GS-12. Range $7,570 to $8,645: | | 
Assistant deputy commissioner} 4 | 32, 215 4 32, 215 
GS-11. Range $6,390 to $7,465: | 
Assistant — commis- | | 
=e soemoeece rt 1 6, 820 1 6, $20 
Claims examiner-- 1 | 7, 680 1 7, 680 pal eae gcaee 
Vocational rehabilitation ad- | | 
es ee et ea cda ole Wetiatwd Laksumeeene 3 19, 170 +3 +19, 170 
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Detail of personal services—Continued 


Num- Total Num- Total Num- Total 


| ber salary ber | salary ber salary 
a inl -—— | — rinionlntaiial 
Field—-Continued 
General schedule grades—Continued | 
GS-10. Range $5,915 to $6,725: 1 | 
Claims examiner ea | 
sory) -- | 1 | 6, 320 1 $6, 320 | 
Claims examiner. 9 | 57, 825 9 57, 825 
GS-9. Range $5,440 to $6, 250: | | | 
Claims examiner... aid 1 6, 250 1 6, 254 
GS-8. Range $4,970 to $5,780_-___- 41 | 222, 130 41 222, 130 
GS-7. Range $4,525 to $5,335 __- | 4] 20, 395 4 | 20, 395 
GS-6. Range $4,080 to $4,890... ___| 9 | 40, 905 | 9 40, 905 |_- 
GS-5. Range $3,670 to $4,480_- | 16 | 68, 440 16 68, 440 |... 
GS-+4. Range $3,415 to $3,925 | 33 | 124, 935 36 135, 180 +3 +10, 24% 
GS-3. Range $3,175 to $3,685 | 27 | 96, 605 | 27 96, 605 
GS-2. Range $2,960 to $3,470 “ 4 | 12, 860 | 4 12, 860 


Ungraded positions at hourly rates: | 
Rates equivalent to less than $5,440_- 
Total permanent, field_ ; 163 | 825, 060 169 854, 475 +6 +29, 41! 
Deduct lapses_.-.- | 3 | 20, 004 3 20, 589 + 5a! 
Add net increase due to changes in 
pay scales for part of year 
Net permanent, field (average | 
number, net salary) --- 160 | 805, 056 166 833, SSE +28, 834 
Regular pay above 52-week base_- 
Payments above basic rates: | 
Living and quarters allowance. 
Additional pay for service abroad_| 
Other payments for personal services: | 


| 5. 097 5, 097 
| 
Payments to other agencies for | 








reimbursable details... _-- eae necias 20, 782 a 20, 782 : 
—-—| az acest a silisasiatpiebnianaliadeh 
All personal services, field. ichcmsksewal _ 830, 935 859, 765 +28, 834 
01 Personal services i 15: 2, 000 es 2, 184, 500 +32, 5K 
Salaries and wages in the foregoing | 
schedule are distributed as follows: 
DE ere --| 2,075, 700 2, 075, 700 
Obligations payable out of reimburse- 
ments from other accounts aa eschew 76, 300 | .. 108, 800 +32, HK 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hitt. You may proceed in your own way, Mr. McCauley. 

Mr. McCavtey. Mr. Chairman, we submitted a brief statement in 
explanation of this item which proposes to authorize the use of 
$47,000 from the Special Trust Fund established by section 44 of the 
Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act. The pro- 
posal is based on the amendments to that act in the bill S. 2280 passed 
by the Congress on July 16. 

The bill includes amendments to section 39 (c) of the Longshore- 
men’s Act which will make the moneys deposited in the speeial fund 
created by section 44 of that act available for additional uses. 

The item covered by this proposal is to make the funds available for 
the employment of three rehabilitation advisers to assist in promoting 
the rehabilitation of permanently disabled workers who are beneficiar- 
ies under the Longshoremen’s Compensation Act. 

The moneys involved are not moneys of the United States. The 
trust fund authorized by section 44 is made up of payments by em- 
ployers in certain fatal cases following the death of their employees, 
the employment being covered by the Longshoremen’s Act; and also 
from penalties assessed against employers under the terms of the 
Compensation Act. 
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In any case in which an employer has an employee under the act 
having a fatal injury and there are no persons entitled to compensation 
on account of the death of the employee, he is required to pay $1,000 
into this special fund. 

Heretofore the fund has been available only for two principal pur- 
poses. One is to pay additional compensation in what we usually 
refer to as second injury cases and to pay the cost of prosthetic ap- 
pliances, and also to pay maintenance allowances to persons under- 
going vocational rehabilitation. 

The so-called second injury cases are those cases in which a man 
suffers a permanent disability which, of itself, would only be partially 
disabling but which, combined with another disability, results in 
permanent total disability. In such cases, the employer is liable { 
only for the compensation payable for the partial disability in his 
service, and the remainder of the compensation for total disability is 
paid out of this fund. There are relatively few such cases, and the 
number of cases undergoing vocational rehabilitation has been negli- 
gible, so that the fund has not decreased but has mounted to nearly 
$800,000. 

We feel that there is a genuine need for some work to be done. 

Senator Torre. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Senator Hiiu. Yes. 

Senator Ture. Was this question raised during the regular appro- 
priations? 


7 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Mr. McCautey. The amendment authorizing this expenditure, 
Senator, passed only on July 16. 

Senator THyr. So that, prior to July 16, of course, you could not 
have asked for this fund. 

Mr. McCavtey. No, sir. 

Senator Toye. Because of the enactment of that particular amend- 
ment, then, it is necessary for you to have this money in order to 
implement the amendment, or to administer it? 

Mr. McCautey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Toye. Then I would say that any further testimony is 
absolutely unnecessary. 

Senator Hiity. The Senate passed the bill at the last session of 
Congress, but the House did not pass the bill until just a few days ago. 

Senator Tuyr. Then it would seem, Mr. Chairman, that it is not 
anything other than just to implement it. 

Senator Hrxu. It is just to provide the funds to meet the law that 
has just been enacted. 

Senator THyr. Otherwise the law lies dormant. 

Senator Hiti. Otherwise we defeat the purposes of the legislation 
which we just passed. 

Senator Tuyr. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would say that, as far 
as I am concerned, I need no further convincing. 

Senator Hitu. Senator Smith, do you need any further convincing? 

Senator Smiru. No, sir. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hitt. You may put in the record the rest of your statement 
so that, if there are any questions before the committee, they may be 
answered. 

We thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Wi.ti1AM McCau.ey, Director, BuREAU oF EMPLOYEES’ 
COMPENSATION 


The estimate before the committee to authorize to use $47,000 from the special 
trust fund established by section 44 of the Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ 
Compensation Act is proposed on the basis of amendments to that act in the bill 
S. 2280 passed by the Congress on July 16, 1956. 

Section 7 (b) of the bill S. 2280 amends section 39 (c) of the Longshoremen’s 
Compensation Act to provide improved rehabilitation services for permanently 
disabled beneficiaries of that act. The amendment provides that ‘‘where necessary 
rehabilitation services are not available otherwise, the Secretary of Labor may, 
in his diseretion, use the fund provided for in section 44 in such amounts as may 
be necessary to procure such services, including the necessary prosthetic appliances 
or other apparatus. This fund shall also be available in such amounts as may be 
authorized in the annual appropriations for the Department of Labor for the cost 
of administering this subsection.”’ [Emphasis supplied. | 

The fund provided by section 44 to which the amendment refers is a special 
trust fund established in the Treasury. It is made up of payments by employers 
in certain cases involving the fatal injury of an employee in employment covered 
by the Longshoremen’s Act and from amounts collected as fines and penalties 
under the provisions of the act. The moneys and securities held in such fund are 
not the property of the United States. 

In each case in which an employee dies as a result of an injury covered by that 
act and there is no person entitled under the act to receive compensation for such 
death, the emplover is required to pay $1,000 into this fund. This is the principal 
source of original contributions to the fund. However, interest on the surplus 
in the fund which is invested in approved securities now amounts to more than 
such employer contributions. Total receipts during recent years have averaged 
about $35,000 annually and disbursements averaged approximately $10,000 a 
vear. During fiscal vear 1956, the sum of $13,000 representing payments of 
$1,000 each by employers for 13 fatal cases was deposited in the fund. Interest 
on investments during this period amounted to $18,548. Expenditures during 
this year amounted to $15,081. The balance in the fund on June 30, 1956, 
amounted to $794,603. 

Prior to the recent amendment to the law the fund was available only for pay- 
ment of additional compensation in so-called second-injury cases and for the 
payment of maintenance allowances up to $10 per week for employees undergoing 
rehabilitation. (The recent amendment increases the maximum maintenance 
allowance to $25 per week.) The surplus in the fund is also available for the 
furnishing of prosthetic appliances. 

As previously indicated, annual expenditures for these purposes have amounted 
to less than one-third of the annual income credited to the fund. The amendment 
to section 39 (ce) of the Longshoremen’s Act broadens the use of the fund to 
permit expansion of rehabilitation services for beneficiaries of that act. This is 
accomplished with appropriate safeguards against impairment of security for 
payment of compensation in second-injury cases. 

The major handicap encountered by the Bureau in promoting the rehabilitation 
of permanently disabled compensation beneficiaries has been the lack of staff to 
carry out this specialized activity. Facilities available in the States are generally 
adequate to provide appropriate training and the estimate before the committee 
does not propose to create any new or additional training facilities. 

What is most urgently needed at this time is a small staff to work with these 
disabled employees individually to encourage them to avail themselves of the 
service provided under the Federal-State rehabilitation program, to place them 
in contact with the proper training facilities and through close cooperation with 
the State rehabilitation agencies endeavor to secure the maximum restoration of 
earning power of the employee lost through his occupational injury. It is esti- 
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mated that approximately 400 cases occur annually in which the need for rehabili- 
tation should be developed. This represents the more serious cases where the 
injury may be expected to preclude return of the employee to his former work. 
The employees covered by this program are located principally in the maritime 
States. It is proposed to place a rehabilitation adviser and secretary in three 
district offices administering the Longshoremen’s Act to service three geographical 
areas, namely, the east coast, gilf coast and west coast. This personnel will be 
assigned to district offices at New York, New Orleans, and San Francisco, which 
handle the largest volume of work originating in the respective areas. The 


annual salary for this proposed staff of three GS-11 rehabilitation advisers and 
three GS-4 secretaries is $29,000. 


This rehabilitation staff in the field will work under the general director of the 
chief vocational rehabilitation adviser in the central office. However, most of 
their time will be spent in travel status in the field and the sum of $10,000 has 


been estimated for this purpose. “Other miscellaneous nonlabor costs are esti- 
mated at $4,500. 


The only funds proposed for central office staff is $3,500 for one GS-5 clerk to 
service the field operations and maintain records necessary for the proper appraisal 
of the effectiveness of this program. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM R. LAIRD III, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


WEST VIRGINIA FISH HATCHERY 


Senator Hitu. The chairman of our committee, Senator Hayden, is 
here, and also the distinguished Senator from West Virginia, who 
wishes to make a statement. I am going to turn the meeting over to 
the chairman of the full committee, and then we will proceed with 
these other matters. 

Chairman Haypen. Senator Laird, we are pleased to hear from you. 

Senator Larrp. Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize for appearing 
before your committee at this late hour in regard to a request for the 
inclusion of an appropriation for the construction of a fish hatchery in 
the State of West Virginia under S. 3831. The estimated cost of con- 
struction is $600,000, and the estimated annual maintenance cost is 
$90,000 per annum. 

Chairman Haypen. Has the bill been reported to the Senate? 

Senator Larrp. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Tell us about it briefly. | 

Senator Larrp. The bill provides in substance that the Secretary | = 
of the Interior is authorized to establish, construct, equip, operate, \ a 
and maintain a new fish hatchery in the State of West Virginia. 

I might add that it is sorely needed and is a matter of great interest 
to the citizens of our State. 

I do want to point out that I do not have a letter from the Bureau 
of the Budget in connection with the appropriation. I was advised, 
I believe, that July 18 was the last day that they furnished any of 
their reports. 

Chairman Haypen. Have you any communication from anyone in 
your State in regard to it? 

Senator Larrp. Yes, sir. The State conservation commissicn is 


very interested in the matter. I have some communications from 
him. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 


Chairman Haypen. I was going to suggest that, if you would be 
kind enough to furnish those statements to the clerk, they could be 
included in the record. 

Senator Larrp. I will be glad to do that, sir. 

Chairman Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Larrp. Thank you very much. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1956 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator Maanuson: Your committee has requested a report on 
S. 3831, a bill to provide for the establishment of a fish hatchery in the State of 
West Virginia. 

We recommend the enactment of S. 3831 if it is amended to remove the pro- 
vision in the bill that would limit the use of the hatchery output for the benefit 
of the waters of the national forests of West Virginia. While we expect that the 
majority of the fish to be produced at the hatchery will be distributed to waters 
in the Monongahela National Forest, we believe that a part of the production 
should be available, if necessary, for distribution elsewhere to suitable waters, 
as required by circumstances. 

The demand for trout for restocking waters in the Monongahela National Forest 
Forest greatly exceeds the present output of the State and Federal hatcheries 
serving that area. The United States Forest Service has indicated a need for 
1 million legal-sized trout annually, for restocking waters in this forest. There 
is considerable interest also in the establishment of a Federal hatchery to assist 
in the maintenance of both trout and warm-water fish populations in other 
waters in the State. The farm-pond program in the area is expanding, and this, 
plus the new impoundments that are being created on the national forest, is 
increasing the demand for warm-water fish. 

We have made a survey of potential hatchery sites in West Virginia and a site 
has been considered tentatively near Elkins, in Randolph County, as being suitable 
for the establishment of a large combination trout and warm-water hatchery. 
The Elkins site includes a reported flow (May 1956) of over 4,000 gallons per 
minute from the Bowden Springs, and a supplemental supply is available from 
the Shavers River. The site is favorably located to serve the major part of West 
Virginia and is at the hub of a network of major highways. Another site that 
may be suitable, the Big Spring, at Wardensville is also being considered as having 
an adequate water supply for establishment of a fish hatchery in this region, 
Before the most suitable site can be determined, however, additional flow and 
and temperature records must be made on the various springs and streams of 
other potential hatchery sites in the area. 

For reasons previously stated, we suggest that section 1 of the bill be revised to 
read as follows: 

“That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to establish, construct, equip, 
operate, and maintain a new fish hatchery in the State of West Virginia.”’ 

The cost of constructing this proposed combination trout and warm-water fish 
hatchery so that it will be adequate in size to produce the fish needed for stocking 
purposes in the Monongahela Forest and adjacent areas, will be approximately 
$600,000. This sum would be used for land purchase, easements, construction 
of concrete raceways, earthen rearing ponds, water-supply and drainage pipelines, 
combination hatchery building (including hatching room, cold-storage and fishfood 
preparation rooms, storage area, shop and office), quarters for permanent employees, 
service roads, fences, and initial equipment for the hatchery. The proposed 
hatchery would be expected to produce approximately 100,000 pounds of fish. 
We estimate that it will cost approximately $100,000 annually to operate the 
hatchery. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wes.ey A. D’ Ewart, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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(Telegrams received in support of 5. 3831:) 

Hon. Wiuiram R. Larrp III, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

West Virginia Sportsmen Unlimited urge every effort be made for appropriation 
S. 3831 to provide fish hatchery. WVSU a statewide federation of 63 organized 
clubs with more than 11,000 members feels this of time importance to our sports- 
men. WVSU is the West Virginia affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation. 


H. O. Powers, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 





Senator Witut1AM R. Larrp III, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
We earnestly request your support in the passage of bill 8. 3831 for an appro- 
priation to establish a fish hatchery in southern West Virginia. 


T. R. Witson, 
President, Beckley Chamber of Commerce. 


Witiiam R. Larrp, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Earnestly urge that you exert every effort to secure appropriation needed to 
provide funds for Senate bill 3831, the hatchery provided under bill is greatly 
needed in this area. 

J. E. FaALcouner, 
Publisher, Hinton Daily News. 


Wituiam R. Latrp, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Please use every effort to secure appropriation for funds for Senate bill 3831. 
this project is needed in this area. 
EmMMETTE A. MANN, 
Secretary, Chamber of Commerce of Hinton. 


Hon. Wiiuiam R. Larrp III, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


New Federal fish hatchery needed in West Virginia. More trout should be 


placed in streams for better fishing. Hope appropriation will be made immedi- i 
ately. 4 
Mercer ANGLERS CLUB, INC., 4 

By Atton Dovua.as. ; 

} 

Senator Wivuiam R. Larrp III, ; 
Senate Office Building, : 
Washington, D. C.: ' 


Understand bill S. 3831 for State fish hatchery now before committee. In 
interests of State conservation, urge that money be appropriated. 


Sxip JOHNSON, 
Outdoor Editor, Charleston Gazette, Charleston, W. Va. 
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Senator Wiiiiam R. Larrp III, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D,. C.: 

Request immediate appropriation for Senate bill 3831 to provide for new 
Federal fish hatchery in West Virginia, West Virginia sportsmen need more 
trout to provide more fishing in West Virginia streams. 

CHARLES W. Fereauson III, 
Secretary- Treasurer, Navy Sportsman Club, Wayne, W. Va. 


Hon. Wiiitiam R. Larrp III, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Congratulations on securing passage of §. 3831 providing for establishment of 
Federal fish hatchery in West Virginia. Hundreds of sportsmen and West 
Virginia citizens are vitally interested in this project. Existing hatcheries 
facilities entirely inadequate to meet the demands of the fishing public. I know 
you will use your best influence to secure needed appropriations for carrying out 
the provisions of this bill. 

Car. J. JOHNSON, 
Director of Conservation, 
State of West Virginia, 


Senator WiiiiamM R. Larrp, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We would appreciate your efforts to locate a new fish hatchery in our County 
of Mercer. 
Wititiam P, Hupp.Leston, 
Belair Motel, Bluefield, W. Va. 


Hon. WriuraM R. Larrp III, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Pleased to learn of passage 8. 3821 to provide for establishment of Federal 
fish hatchery in West Virginia, which is of great importance to West Virginians. 
Sportsmen, hundreds of sportsmen’s clubs and thousands of fishermen and out- 
door lovers are vitally interested. Growing interest in fishing here in West 
Virginia is far beyond present capacities of existing hatcheries. New hatcheries 
would also be a boon to tourism in this State. 

WituiAM C. MARLAND, 
Governor, Charleston, W. Va. 


Hon. WiiuiaM R. Latrp 3p, 
United States Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D, C.: 

West Virginia’s oldest sportsman club, Kanawha Game and Fish Association, 
congratulates you on your sport and continued efforts on behalf of locatingthe 
proposed trout fish hatchery in West Virginia. 

Ewre.tit W. HATFIELD, 
President, Kanawha Game and Fish Association. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


STATEMENTS OF DR. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDU- 
CATION; JAMES H. PEARSON, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION; DONALD W. McKONE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER; B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, DIVISION OF 
SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS; AND 
JAMES F. KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER, DEPART- 
MENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


EDUCATION OF PRACTICAL NURSES 


Senator Hixi (presiding). Next is the Office of Education. 

Dr. Brownell, you are here in behalf of the budget estimate for 
vocational education to take in practical nurses. The estimate is 
$2 million. We authorized, as you know, $5 million when the act 
which includes this passed the Senate. It has been favorably reported 


by the House committee and will very likely pass the House either 
tomorrow or Monday. 


_ You might address yourself to the proposition as to why you asked 
for only $2 million. 


Dr. Brownetu. Would you like to have this statement just put in 
the record without my reading it? 

Senator Hitu. The statement just deals with the reasons for the 
request for the budget? 

Dr. Browne.t, Right, for the $2 million. 


PREPARED STATEMENT AND JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Hinz. We might put that in in full in the record at this 
point if it is agreeable to the committee, and you address yourself 
particularly to the budget estimate of $2 million. 

(The statement and justification follow:) 


OPENING STATEMENT BY COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL 
ESTIMATE FOR PROMOTION AND FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF VOCATIONAL 
EpvucaTION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


5. 3958, title III, section 301, provides an amendment to the Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1946, and authorizes a 5-year program of grants to the States for 
the development of programs of practical nurse training with a maximum annual 
appropriation of $5 million for such grants. 

The need for more nursing personnel grows out of the facts that: (1) Our 
population is increasing at an accelerated rate; (2)Many groups are making 
increased demands on the services of hospitals and other health facilities; and (3) 
The spectacular advance in medical knowledge. Our supply of nursing personnel 
is composed of two general categories: First, professional nurses; second, the 
trained nurse. 

Practical nurses are needed not only in general hospitals but also in thousands 
of nursing homes, in chronic disease hospitals and other institutions. Increasing 
the supply of trained practical nurses is one of the most effective means of supple- 
menting the services of professional nurses and bridging the gap between the num- 
ber needed to provide nursing service and the number who are trained to provide 
such service. Practical nurses are trained, through classroom and laboratory 
instruction and supervised experience in a cooperating hospital, to perform many 
of the less complicated nursing duties; thus, releasing professional nurses for duties 
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requiring professional training. Although the number of trained practical nurses 
has increased steadily in the last few years, it has not kept pace with the demand 
Usually, there are 3 or 4 offers of employment for every graduate practical nurse 
A high percentage of the practical nurses find full-time employment in the hospitals 
in which they get their supervised work experience training. 

There is a large reservoir of potential trainees. The typical trainee is a woman 
in her thirties, often with family obligations, who is interested in becoming a 
practical nurse provided she can obtain training and employment in or near her 
home community. The key to increasing the supply of trained practical nurses 
therefore, lies in increasing the number of training programs particularly in com- 
munities which now offer no such training. There is a readily available means for 
achieving a rapid expansion of such training opportunities—the public vocational) 
educational programs. Most of the States have inaugurated such programs on 4 
limited basis as a part of their federally aided programs of vocational education 
These existing programs need to be expanded and new programs established ir 
communities without such practical nurse training. 

An appropriation in the amount of $2 million is requested for fiscal year 1957 to 
encourage and assist the States in achieving a rapid expansion and extension of 
practical nurse training. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
Promotion and further development of vocational education, Office of Education 


Request for fiscal year 1957 altuna ; $2, 000, 000 
Appropriation to date ; pie ; ess 29, 442. O8 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Pending legislation (H. R. 11549, S. 3958) provides for an amendment to the 
Vocational Education Act of 1946, and authorizes grants to the States for the 


development of programs of practical nurse training. Funds are requested for 
allotment to the States for this purpose. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The proposed language authorizes grants to the States for allotment 
reallotment in accordance with the provisions of the law 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
‘‘PROMOTION AND FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCS N, OFFICE OF 
EDUCATION 


“For an additional amount for ‘Promotion and further development of vocationa! 
education’ for grants to States for extension and improvenent of practical nurse 
training, $2,000,000: Provided, That this paragraph shall be effective only upor 
enactment of S. 3958, 84th Congress.”’ (Department of Healih, Education, ana 
Welfare Appropriation Act, 1957.) 

Appropriated 1957, $29,442,081. Supplemental estimate 1957, $2,000,000 


Program and financing 


iSé€ + 


Re ( . 
In budget es ate demmaain 
difference 
Program by activities 
1. Grants to States (Gvorge- Barden Act) -- $29, 267, ON) $31, 267, Us +$2, 000, 000 
2. Grants to Hawaii Fe eee x 30, OOO 0, 000 5 
3. Crants:to Puerto Rico i Wo ete 105, 000 105, 000 |_- 
4. Grants to Virgin Islands a oe 40), OOO 40. 000 ‘ sic 
s Total obligations-- as 29, 442, 081 31, 442,081 | +2, 000, 00 
Financing: | 
Appropriation... _...__.--- oe 29, 442, 0S] 31, 442, 081 | +2, 000, 000 


OBLIGATIONS BY ORJECTS 


11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions | 29, 442, 081 $1,442,081 | +2, 000, OO 
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Promotion and further development of vocational education, Office of Education 


Supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1957______..__________-~ .. $2, 000, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


The Federal Vocational Education Acts place upon the Office of Education the 
responsibility for cooperating with State boards for vocational education in the 
promotion and further development of vocational education. These programs 
are for the purpose of fitting youth and adults for useful employment by pro- 
viding training to develop skills, abilities, understandings, and attitudes and by 
imparting knowledge and information needed by them to enter and make progress 
in employment on a useful and productive basis. 

Pending legislation (H. R. 11549 and S. 3958), provides for an amendment to 
the Vocational Education Act of 1946, as amended, and authorizes a 5-year pro- 
gram of earmarked grants to the States for the development of programs of 
practical nurse training with a maximum annual appropriation of $5 million 
for such grants. 

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, an appropriation of $2 million is re- 
quested for allotment to the States. During 1957 the States are required by the 
act to use at least $1 of State and/or local funds for each $3 of Federal funds used 
for this program. 

This money would be used primarily for the salaries of registered professional 
nurses who would be employed as teachers of classes in practical nurse training, 
some for equipment and instructional supplies, and a small amount at the State 
level for administration and supervision of the program. 

A significant factor in determining the amount to be appropriated is that any 
part of a State’s allotment that is not needed may be reallotted to States that 
can use the funds so released. 

The full authorization of $5 million is not requested as most State and local 
budgets for 1957 have been adopted and it will take some time to locate and 
employ qualified people and to secure equipment for the classes. 

There is attached a table indicating allotments to the States on the basis of 
the total authorization, and on the basis of the $2 million requested for 1957. 


Allotment of Federal funds to States and Territories for practical nurse training 
(H. R. 11549, S. 3958) 


State or territory Allotment | Allotment State or territory Allotment | Allotment 
| of $5,000,000) of $2,000,000 of $5,000,000, of $2,000,000 
(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 
| ees ___| $5, 000, 000 $2, 000, 000 New Hampshire $23, 032 $10, 000 
- —_—_—_——_—— || New Jersey_-- 87, 563 | 34, 863 
Alabama 139, 990 | 55, 737 || New Mexico_- 26, 990 10, 746 
Arizona 24, 641 | 10, 000 New York 285, 478 | 113, 664 
Arkansas 104, 253 41,508 | North Carolina | 201, 597 | 80, 267 
California - 227, 887 90, 734 North Dakota 38, 234 | 15, 222 
Colorado 41, 559 16,547 || Ohio 215, 388 | 85, 758 
Connecticut 43, 881 17, 471 Oklahoma : 89, 337 | 35, 570 
Delaware 23, 032 10, 000 Oregon 51, 135 | 20, 360 
Florida 74, 453 | 29, 643 | Pennsylvania 258, 143 | 102, 780 
Georgia. : 149, 172 | 59,393 || Rhode Island 24, 458 | 10, 000 
Idaho . 29, 251 11,647 || South Carolina 102, 543 | 40, 828 
Illinois - - - 209, 710 83,497 |, South Dakota 37, 723 | 15, 019 
Indiana 130, 677 | 52,030 || Tennessee - 149, 188 | 59, 399 
Towa - 115, 149 45, 846 Texas 250,175 | 99, 608 
Kansas 74, 035 29,477 || Utah | 23, 032 | 10, 000 
Kentucky 142, 505 56, 739 || Vermont | 23, 032 | 10, 000 
Louisiana 99, 192 39, 494 || Virginia | 130, 713 | 52, 044 
Maine 30, 836 12,277 || Washington 69, 713 | 27, 756 
Maryland 60, 020 23,897 || West Virginia_- <s 83, 216 | 33, 132 
Massachusetts 86, 390 34, 396 || Wisconsin__--.---- 124, 477 | 49, 561 
Michigan 172, 294 68, 600 || Wyoming -- 23, 032 10, 000 
Minnesota 117, 029 46,596 || Alaska | 23, 032 10, 000 
Mississippi 132, 456 | 52, 737 || District of Columbia | 24, 691 | 10, 000 
Missouri 141, 323 56, 268 || Hawaii Seas 23, 790 | 10, 000 
Montana : ; 27, 003 10, 751 Puerto Rico..........-.--} 125, 614 | 50,013 
Nebraska__- , 58, 080 | 23,125 || Virgin Islands- -------- 6, 824 | 5, 000 
Nevada... ......- = 23, 032 10, 000 | | 
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DEVELOPMENT OF CLASSES FOR NURSES 


Dr. Browne... The reason for requesting the $2 million for this 
first year is that it would take some time for communities to develop 
the classes for the practical nurses, and it is our judgment that, in line 
with the fact that many of the school programs are already lined up 
for the year and the fact that we will have to staff up to have the 
persons who would go out and help in the development of the programs 
in the various communities, that $2 million is probably as much as is 
likely to be developed in the way of a program during this first year. 


STATE TRAINING PROGRAMS 


Senator H1Ltu. Speaking about the program, Doctor, tell me how 
much of a job is it for the States to develop this program? In fact, 
some of the States now do provide for some training of practical 
nurses. 

Dr. BrownELL. That is right. 

Senator Hiiu. I would not think they would have much trouble 
in extending those existing programs. 

Dr. BRowNELL. The only problem of extending the program is as 
to whether they can get the staff necessary to carry out these training 
programs because they will have to recruit people in their communities 
or elsewhere to come in and organize the classes and get them under 
way. Where they have the practical nursing program under way at 
the present time, that will be the place where we will probably get the 
greatest expansion this year. What we want to do in this program, 
of course, is to get programs developed in a good many communities 
that do not now have the practical nursing program. They will be 
the ones that will take the longest to get under way. 

This year will be for them, to a very large extent, a planning and 
organization period. 

Senator Hitt. Do you think, then, that those communities could 
not or would not be ready when school starts, say, in September or 
whatever may be the opening date of the schools in that particular 
State? 

Dr. BRowNELL. There would be very few of them that, between 
now and the Ist of September, could organize very greatly expanded 
programs; but they do not have to necessarily start when the school 
program opens, for some of these practical nursing groups of mature 
women can be organized later and do not necessarily have to be started 
just when the regular schoo! year opens to carry on a progran 

We anticipate that a number of programs will start taviae the 
course of the year. 


ADEQUACY OF APPROPRIATION REQUEST 


Senator Hiri. Do you think that the $2 million will be sufficient 
for all those who would be ready and are willing to start? 

Dr. BrownELL. I think that is true, Senator, that that probably 
is about all we can get under way this year. I wish that we could 
push this thing faster and get more done, but I have to be very frank 
in saying that I think that the staff will be pushed to do this job which 
we have cut out for them to do during this coming year. 





eC eee 


430 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


BASIS OF ESTIMATE 


Senator H1ti. Do you have any specific, definite information that 
has been sent to you or is in your mind particularly upon which you 
base this estimate? 

Dr. Browne tt. I would like to, if I may, ask Mr. Pearson to 
answer that question because he is the one who is more definitely 
in close relationship to this program. 

Mr. Pearson is the Assistant Commissioner in the vocational 
education field. 


MATCHING FUNDS 


Mr. Pearson. Mr. Chairman, we had not made a complete canvass 
of all the States to see how many new programs they had started. 
I think one of the problems that we would have with the money is the 


matching money, as to whether or not all the States would be able to 
secure the matching money. 

Then there is another provision of reapportionment of the money. 
Some States may not need it and there are other States in a position 
to use it, which would help offset the smaller amount of money for the 
expenses of the program. 

It always takes some time to get the personnel and contact the 
hospitals and get the program under way. That was one of the 
reasons for this smaller amount of money being requested. 

Senator Hitu. You feel that $2 million will take care of the program 
as it can be properly expended for this current fiscal year? 

Mr. Pearson. It will perhaps take care of the need in some of the 
States that are just beginning to develop their programs. There ‘ 
will be other States that will be in position, no doubt, to use a larger 4 
amount of money. i 

Dr. BrowneE.tut. Mr. Chairman, I- would like to make this com- 
ment: Those States that are ready to go farther, of course, will not 
be prevented from moving ahead in their programs because of the 
fact that we do not have more in this fund. They can go ahead on 
their own because the practical nursing program can be carried on 
by any State whether it has additional funds so far as the Federal 
Government is concerned or not, so that it will not be slowing up the 
program if they are ready to go. 

We believe that this $2 million, with the change that has taken 
place in the opportunities to reallocate money under vocational . 
education, will enable us to go just as far as we can go in the resources 
on practical nursing this year. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitu. Senator Smith. 
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Senator Smrrx#. Do you mean that some States that could be using 
the money will not be getting it if you get $2 million? 

Dr. BrowneELL. My point was that, under the present allocation 
provisions, we would have had to allocate to each State and then, if 
a State was not ready to use that money, that money would revert to 
the Treasury at the end of the year. 

Under the change that took place this year in the law, it is possible 
for us to reallocate the money so that the States that are ready to go 
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will profit in a way from the fact that some other States are not going 
to be able to go, because that money can be changed to those States 
now which could not be done in the past. 

Senator SmirH. So that the money is not lost for the purpose, but 
lost to the States that cannot meet the time element. 

Dr. BRownELL. That is right. 

Senator SmitH. Can that State come in in the next year and get the 
same amount? 

Dr. BRowNELL. It would get, under the allocations formula, its 
full amount in the next year; yes. 

Senator Smita. Thank you. 

Senator H1ity. Do you think, then, that this amount of $2 million 
will really permit every State that is in a position to go forward and 
wants to go forward to go forward? 

Dr. BRowneELL. That is our belief. 

Senator Hii. I see. 

Are there any other questions? 

Senator Turn. I have no questions. 

Senator Hitt. You filed your statement for the record, did you 
not, Doctor? 

Dr. BRowneELL. Yes, sir. 


GRANTS FOR EDUCATION OF THE MENTALLY RETARDED 


Senator Hiiu. You are going to testify on the estimate of $350,000 
for grants for education of the mentally retarded? 

Dr. BRownzELL. Yes, sir. 

(The justification follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF HELATH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


Grants for Education of the Mentally Retarded, Office of Education 


Request for fiscal year 1957 $350, 000 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Pending legislation (H. R. 11253, S. 3620) authorizes an appropriation for 
(1) grants to institutions to assist in providing training of professional personnel in 
fields related to education of mentally retarded children; (2) grants to State 
educational agencies for training personnel engaged in or preparing to engage in 
employment as teachers of mentally retarded children; and (3) administration 
by the Office of Education. For fiscal year 1957 $350,000 is requested to provide 
for grants to institutions of higher learning. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The proposed language authorizes grants to institutions of higher learning 
and includes provision to have the appropriation effective only upon enactment 
into law of H. R. 11253, or S. 3620. 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“GRANTS FOR EDUCATION OF THE MENTALLY RETARDED, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“For grants to public or other nonprofit institutions of higher learning to assist them 
in providing training of professional personnel to conduct research in, or conduct 
training of teachers in, fields related to education of mentally retarded children, 
$350,000: Provided, That this paragraph shall be effective only upon enactment into 


law of H. R. 11253 or S. 3620, 84th Congress.”’ 
Estimate 1957, $350,000. 


80579—56——28 
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GRANTS FOR EDUCATION OF THE MENTALLY RETARDED, OFFICE OF EpucATION 
(SUPPLEMENTAL EstiMares, 1957) 


Program and financing 


| 1957 supple- 
| 1955 actual | 1956 estimate| mental esti- 





mate 

Program by activities 

1. Grants to States wats hice acs ae whante ee a ane = kgakecs Atta tddb abet aka bok ee LE $350, 000 
Financing 

Appropriation . : : nape anette seated Spine Sout stleeweesade 350, 000 

OBLIGATIONS BY ORJECTS | | 
| 

. wo : . | 

11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions 7 ied : -| pe | 350, 000 


Supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1957_- _ $350, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


Pending legislation (H. R. 11253, 8. 3620), 84th Congress, 2d session, provides 
for (1) grants to institutions to assist in providing training of professional per- 
sonnel to conduct research in, or conduct training of teachers in, fields related to 
education of mentally regarded children; (2) grants to State educational agencies 
for fellowships of traineeships in public or other nonprofit institutions of higher 
Jearning for training personnel engaged in or preparing to engage in employment 
as teachers or supervisors of teachers of mentally retarded children; (3) adminis- 
tration by the Office of Education. 

While estimates of the number of mentally retarded children and youth in the 
United States vary greatly on the basis of the different criteria of definition utilized, 
currently accepted estimates indicate that approximately 1,500,000 such children 
and youth need the services which our schools can provide. Probably not more 
than half are presently enrolled in elementary and secondary schools, and of these 
not more than 25 percent are receiving the special instruction suited to their needs. 
Moreover, such instruction is generally found only in the larger and more advanced 
school systems. 

The greatest obstacle standing in the way of the expansion of special classes for 
the mentally retarded lies in the lack of teacher-training facilities. Only 40 col- 
leges and universities in 18 States now train teachers for this area. Seven of the 
10 institutions are located in 1 State, New York. The shortage of training facili- 
ties is largely due to the difficulty of recruiting the necessary faculty members. 
During the academic session 1953-54, the latest year for which data are available, 
the 40 institutions referred to above reported only 137 faculty members engaged 
in instruction leading toward the preparation of teachers of the mentally retarded 
of which number only 28 were engaged full-time. During the calendar vear 1953 
only 130 master’s degrees and 4 doctor’s degrees were granted to persons prepar- 
ing for service in the area of the mentally retarded. During the same period 
institutions reported the enrollment of 365 candidates for the master’s and 44 
candidates for the doctor’s degree. It is therefore evident that without the en- 
rollment of greatly increased numbers who are planning to teach in the area of 
mental retardation at the college and university level, institutions of higher edu- 
cation cannot increase the numbers of teachers of the mentally retarded. Conse- 
quently, it is our judgment that section 1 of the act which provides for fellowships 
for the training of prospective faculty members in the area of mental retardation 
should be activated in fiscal year 1957, the remaining provisions of the act to be 
activated in fiscal vear 1958 and subsequent fiscal years. 

During the fiscal year 1957 that part of section 1 of the act which provides “for 
establishing and maintaining fellowships with such stipends as may be determined 
by the Commissioner of Education,’’ will be carried out on the basis of temporary 
or interim regulations under which higher institutions which qualify for and 
participate in the program will be requested to accept responsibility for identifying 
and recommending the individuals to whom fellowships are to be granted. In 
view of the brief time available, a minimum number of full-year fellowships is 
proposed to be awarded for accession at the beginning of the academic session in 
September, while a larger number is provided for accession at the beginning of the 
second semester or term of the academie session 1956-57. 
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The interim regulations issued by the Commissioner of Education will provide: 

(1) For the establishment of eligibility of colleges and universities to participate 
in the program. In applying for authorization to participate in the program 
colleges and universities will be required to give evidence (a) of the adequacy of 
the professional preparation and experience of faculty and staff in the education 
of the mentally retarded; (b) of the adequacy of their offerings in such allied fields 
as sociology, social case work, psychology, and general and liberal education; 
(c) of access to diagnostie and treatment clinics or centers for systematic obser- 
vation of cases of the mentally retarded; 

2) Criteria for eligibility and selection of students to whom fellowships are to 
to be awarded. Colleges and universities will be required to distribute fellowships 
on the basis of such factors as academic record, integrity and citizenship, general 
intelligence, personality, age, health, and professional preparation and experience. 

Concurrently with the operation of the temporary or interim program proposed 
to be carried out during fiscal year 1957 permanent regulations to govern the 
operation of the program during fiscal year 1958 and subsequent fiscal years will 
be developed. Such regulations will make provision for students in other than 
the aforementioned participating higher institutions to compete for fellowships 
and will also open competition to teachers and supervisors currently employed in 
schools and school systems who may wish to pursue advanced training in the area 
of mental retardation. Under these regulations applications for and awards of 
fellowships will be provided for in accordance with the customary timetable for 
such activities as adopted by the graduate schools of the United States. <A cal- 
endar to govern the activation of the remaining provisions of the act will also be 
developed with accompanying justification and request for funds. 

The amounts of the stipends to be paid at the respective levels of study have 
been established on the basis of the fact that individuals with a record of experienes 
must be sought to serve on college and university facultics and such experience 
must perforce be given preference in the award of fellowships. Such individuals 
vill in consequence of their years of experience have reached a level of earning 
which they will be reluctant to sacrifice during the several years required to earn 
an advanced degree. In addition, they may be expected to have acquired a 
greater number of dependents than the student who begins graduate study im- 
mediately following receipt of the baccalaureate degree. Moreover, the area of 
mental retardation is faced with competition for manpower from the sciences, 
engineering, and other similar areas which are fraught with a very wide measure 
of public knowledge and acclaim, 

Grants —An amount of $350,000 is requested for grants for the fiscal year 1957 
to be utilized in the approximate distribution shown below: 


1) For fellowships for advanced graduate study (beyond first year of 
graduate study and leading to the doctorate) to prepare professional 
personnel to conduct research in or conduct training of teachers in fields 
related to education of the mentally retarded: 

5 full session fellowships with average stipend of $4,200 (based on 
authorized stipend of $3,500 per academic session plus $350 for 
each dependent) _ $21, 000 

20 half session fellowships with average stipend of $2,100 (based on 
authorized stipend of $3,500 per academic session plus $350 for 
each dependent 

} For fellowships for graduate study (in first vear of graduate study 
leading to the master’s degree or the doctorate) to prepare professional 
personnel to conduct research in or conduct training of teachers in 
fields related to education of the mentally retarded: 

38 full session fellowships with average stipend of $3,200 (based on 
authorized stipend of $2,500 per academic session plus $350 for 
each dependent) 121, 600 

100 half session fellowships with average stipend of $1,600 (based on 
authorized stipend of $2,500 per academic session plus $350 for 
each dependent) 160, 000 

(3) For reimbursement of cost to colleges and universities of processing 
applications for fellowships and maintaining records required by 

Commissioner (based on payment of $50 per student for 163 students) 8, 150 


am 
bo 


, 000 
(2 


Total estimated grants 352, 750 
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GRANTS FOR FELLOWSHIPS 


Senator Hitt. Would you proceed in your own way? 

Dr. Browne... I have an opening statement in connection with the 
mentally retarded bill, which I would be very glad to read or to file, 
as you wish. 

Senator Hiuu. | notice that it is a short statement. You might 
just read it. 

Dr. Browne. The supplemental budget for $350,000 presented 
for your consideration will provide for the fiscal year 1957, grants to 
institutions of higher learning for the support of fellowships at the 
graduate level in the field of education of the mentally retarded, 
pursuant to sections 1 and 3 of S. 3260. 


BASIC LEGISLATION 


The basic legislation which the Congress has passed provides not 
only for the support of fellowships, but for research and for the support 
of teacher training in higher institutions. The legislation also author- 
izes grants to the States to assist them in the preparation of teachers 
for the mentally retarded. We propose during fiscal year 1957 to 
implement only that phase of legislation related to fellowships in the 
higher institutions. Time does not permit implementation of the 
remaining portions of the legislation during fiscal year 1957. 

As you may know, this supplemental request for funds to support 
fellowships in higher institutions in the area of the mentally retarded 
is complementary to the cooperative research program which we are 
launching in this area as authorized by Congress. The Office has not 
had the authority to make grants for fellowships and traineeships. 
Consequently, basic legal authority to conduct such a program was 
sought. The bills, H. R. 11253 and S. 3620, 84th Congress, 2d session, 
would provide enabling legislation. As you know, S. 3620 has now 
been passed by the Senate. 


SHORTAGE OF TEACHERS OF MENTALLY RETARDED 


The number of teachers of the mentally retarded and the supply of 
such teachers is very short and cannot be increased until we have 
made it possible for the colleges and universities to expand their 
programs of teacher preparation in this area. The most important 
problem which the higher institutions face in expanding such programs 
is found in the severe shortage of faculty members who are qualified 
to train teachers of the mentally retarded. We expect to concentrate 
through the proposed program of graduate fellowships upon creating 
an additional number of faculty members in the field, which conse- 
quently will enable and indeed encourage a number of additional in- 
stitutions to establish programs for the preparation of teachers of 
the mentally retarded. 

The request which we have presented is based upon our best judg- 
ment as to the number of additional graduate students which the 
higher institutions with available programs can profitably absorb. 
We have asked for a limited number of full session fellowships at both 
the first year level and at the second and third year levels of graduate 
work. It is our plan to invite the higher institutions now offering 
programs in the field to accept the responsibility of selecting appro- 
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priate individuals and recommending them for the fellowships. In 
addition, during fiscal year 1957 plans will be laid for extending the 
area of competition for the proposed fellowships to educational 
institutions. 

I might add just one statement to that. That is, that another area 
of shortage which would be helped by this program is the supervision 
of the programs of the mentally retarded in our city schools and in our 
State departments of education. 


STATE LEGISLATION 


There was more legislation passed by the State legislatures in the 
field of the mentally retarded at the last sessions of the legislatures 
than in any other single area of legislation that we have been able to 
tabulate, and the cities and States are just simply short of trained 
personnel to train the additional teachers and supervise the programs 
in the State departments and public-school systems. 

Senator Hiti. And one of the main purposes of this legislation, of 
course, is to train these teachers so that they may in turn, back in 
the States, train the others, is that correct? 

Dr. BRownELL. That is right; and develop the programs that are 
needed in those fields. 

Senator Hitu. Are there any questions by members of the com- 
mittee? If not, we are very much obliged to you on that item. 


GRANTS FOR LIBRARY SERVICES 

Senator Hitt. Doctor, you are here also on the grants for Library 
Services. 

Dr. BRownELL. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

(The justification follows: ) 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpucaTion, AND WELFARE, OFFICE oF EDUCATION 

Grants for library services, Office of Education 
Request for fiscal year 1957___- : $7, 500, 000 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 

The Library Services Act (Public Law 597, approved June 19, 1956) authorizes 

an appropriation of $7,500,000 beginning in fiscal year 1957 for grants to the 


States to promote the further extension of public library services in rural areas. 
Funds are required to implement this legislation. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 
The language proposed authorizes grants to the States 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“GRANTS FOR LIBRARY SERVICES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“For grants to the States pursuant to the Act of June 19, 1956 (Public Law 597), 


$7,500,000.”’ 
Estimate 1957, $7,500,000. 
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GRANTS FOR LIBRARY SERVICES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION (SUPPLEMENTAL 
EstTIMATE, 1957) 


Program and financing 


1957 supple- 
1955 actual | 1956 estimate mental 
| estimate 





Financing: Appropriation 





Program by activities: Grants to States_...-......-...-------- | 
| 
| 
OBLIGATIONS BY OBJECTS 

| 





Supplemental estimate for fiseal year 1957_____...___---------_-- $7, 500, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


The purpose of the Library Service Act (Public Law 597, approved June 19, 
1956), is to promote the further extension by the several States of public library 
services to rural areas without such services or with inadequate services. 

To accomplish this objective, the Congress has authorized an appropriation 
of $7,500,000 annually for 5 years, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1957. Of this total sum, $10, 000 is to be allotted to the Virgin Islands, and 
$40,000 to each State, and to Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. After these 
initial allotments, the remainder of the $7,500,000 is to be allotted to each State 
on the basis of the ratio of its rural population to the total rural population of the 
United States according to most recent decennial census. 

Under the terms of the act, the Commissioner of Education must examine 
plans submitted by the States to determine whether or not they conform to the 
specifications set forth in section 5 of the act. He must promulgate the “Federal 
share,’”’ between July 1 and August 31 of each even-numbered year, on the basis 
of the ratio of the average per capita income of the State to the per capita income 
of continental United States (excluding Alaska) for the three most recent con- 
secutive years for which data are available from the Department of Commerce. 
The Commissioner must promulgate such percentages as soon as possible after 
the enactment of this act to be effective until July 1, 1957. 

Before certifying to the Secretary of the Tre: asury any amounts to be paid to 
the States, the Commissioner must find that: (a) The State has available from 
State or local sources sums sufficient to entitle it to receive an amount not less 
than $40,000 ($10,000 in the case of the Virgin Islands); (b) that the State and 
local sources will have available for expenditure for public library services in the 
area covered by the plan for the year in question not less than the amount actually 
expended in that area for such services for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956; 
and (c) that State aid for the year in question has not been reduced below the 
amount for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956. 

The Commissioner shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the amounts 
to be paid to the States. These amounts shall be the Federal share of the total 
sums expended by the State and its political subdivisions under such plan during 
the period for which such payment was made. 

The Commissioner must see that no Federal money paid to a State under the 
act shall be applied, directly or indirectly, to the purchase of any building or 
buildings, or for the purchase of any land. 

The Commissioner must take action to have payments withheld from the 
States, if he finds (a) that the State plan has been so changed that it no longer 
complies with the requirements of the act or (b) that in the administration of 
the plan there is a failure to comply substantially with the provisions required 
to be included in the plan. He shall not certify further payments to the Secretary 
of the Treasury until he is satisfied that the State is complying. Any State or 
State agency , however, is entitled to judicial review in the United States district 
court wherein the State or State agency is located of such any withholding deter- 
mination in accordance with applicable provisions of the Administrative 
Procedures Act. 

Section 4. (b) provides that the amount of any allotment to a State for any 
fiscal year remaining unpaid to such State at the end of such fiscal year shall be 
available for payment to such State until the end of the succeeding fiscal year. 
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Since the effective life of the act is for 5 years, it is assumed that the States will 
make every effort to take advantage of available funds to make provision for 
rural library services. 

The full amount of $7,500,000 for grants to the States is being requested as most 
of the States have the required funds from either State and/or local sources to 
match the Federal money, and others will request the necessary funds at the next 
session of their legislatures in 1957. The States should be fully aware of the provi- 
sions of this legislation which has been pending for several years. In the few 
States which do not have State extension funds, it is expected that local funds 
will be obtained to meet the requirements of the act. 

There is attached a statement of allotments to the States, indicating the 
required matching expenditure from State and local funds. 


Allotments to States under Library Services Act for fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 
together with related data 


Federal allotment 
sae te Matching 
expenditure 





State and outlying part Allotment Total from State 
Basic allot- | from remain- Federal and local 
ment ing funds allotment funds ! 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

United States and outlying parts___- $2, 050, 000 $5, 450, 000 $7, 500, 000 $6, 862, 069 
Alabama-.- latinas Sin 40, 000 168, 054 208, 054 107,179 
Arizona. Sarvaleie tad a “ 40, 000 32, 578 72, 578 60, 837 
Arkansas-_- Seer pee ; 40, 000 124, 899 164, 899 84, 948 
aol cae . ad 5 40, 000 199, 890 239, 890 382, 716 
Colorado- eee = P ise a 40, 000 48, 222 88, 222 86, 926 
Connecticut-_- ‘ ee alae 40, 000 43,814 83, 814 170, 168 
Delaware -- - ‘ 40, 000 11, 618 51, 618 104, 800 
Florida____-- eae. : wean Pe 40, 000 93, 501 133, 501 105, 406 
Georgia - - i ; 40, 000 184, 102 224, 102 121, 468 
Idaho ces i aes ; 40, 000 32, 822 72, 822 53. 146 
Illinois ; Ses ae ‘ iw - 40, 000 190, 720 230, 720 355, 161 
Indiana -_-- ee acd a 40, 000 154, 012 194, 012 213, 662 
Iowa : : 40, 000 133, 807 173, 807 144, 696 
I ee ; a 40, 000 89, 073 129, 073 118, 668 
Kentucky -- es 49, 000 181, 719 221,719 116, 783 
Louisiana _ - _- - ; ; : ‘= 40, 000 118, 346 158, 346 90, 626 
Maine. __- 7 , 40, 000 43,144 83, 144 
Maryland oe 40, 000 71, 008 111, 008 
NN E 40, 000 71, 416 111, 416 
Michigan __-_- ee : s 40, 000 182, 495 222, 495 
Minnesota ‘ 40, 000 132, 580 72, 580 
Mississippi--- 40, 000 153, 497 193, 497 
“a ae ah Ss cae cneceeanon 40, 000 148, 632 188, 632 
ee ‘ : 40, 000 32, 520 72, 520 
Nebraska_ _- P j 40, 000 68, 714 108, 714 
Nevada. 2 - . 40, 000 6, 686 46, 686 
New Hampshire --_- : 40, 000 22,114 62,114 
New Jersey_.__- ae aheace 40, 000 63. 393 103, 393 
New Mexico-_-—--- S 40, 000 33, 136 73, 136 
New York. i - : 40, 000 209, 749 249, 749 
North Carolina . - 40, 000 263, 079 303, 079 
North Dakota_____- 40, 000 14,418 84, 418 
Ohio_ aioe bees 40, 000 231, 293 271, 293 
Oklahoma. _- j ; ‘ 40, 000 106, 827 146, 827 
Oregon 40, 000 68, 559 
Pennsylvania. - 40, 000 302, 254 
Rhode Island ____- : 40, 000 12, 177 
South Carolina__- . 40, 000 130, 777 
South Dakota_____- : ; aos 40, 000 42, 583 82, 583 
Tennessee _- 2 oe ; 40, 000 179, 608 219, 608 
Texas. 40, 000 280, 590 320, 590 
Utah : E : 40, 000 23, 341 63, 341 
Vermont... 2 40, 000 23, 452 63, 452 
Virginia ae ee a 40, 000 171, 741 211, 741 
Washington 2 40, 000 85, 530 125, 530 
West Virginia 40, 000 128, 038 168, 038 
Wisconsin____- a s : 40, 000 141, 283 181, 283 
Wyoming. : ; 40, 000 14, 250 54, 250 
Alaska_ : 40, 000 9, 217 49, 217 
Hawaii___ <4 z 2 40, 000 15, 130 55, 130 
Puctto Bico.................-- 40, 000 128, 510 168, 510 
Virgin Islands____. ae cee a Oe . as 10, 000 1, 082 11, O82 





1 This column gives the expenditure required from State and local funds if the State is to receive the total 
Federal allotment specified in col. 4. Calculations are based on per capita income in the States for the cal- 
endar years 1952, 1953, and 1954. 
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EXTENTION OF LIBRARY SERVICES TO RURAL AREAS 


Senator Hitut. Would you prefer to read that statement or proceed 
in some other way? 

Dr. BRowNELL. It is a very short statement. I would be glad to 
read it and then answer questions. 

The Library Services Act, Public Law 597 of the 84th Congress, ap- 
proved June 19, 1956, under section 3 authorizes an appropriation of 
$7,500,000 for grants to the States. The purpose of this act is to pro- 
mote the further extension by the several States of public library 
services to rural areas without such services or with inadequate serv- 
ices. 

We are asking that the full amount authorized for grants, $7,500,000, 
be appropriated because we believe that most of the States will be 
able to match the Federal allotments at once. State officials con- 
cerned with libraries have been fully alerted to similar legislation which 
has been urged for about 10 years. Further, matching funds may 
come from local as well as State sources. A few States plan to obtain 
the required additional funds from their legislatures which meet early 
in 1957. The four States in which the legislatures do not meet in 
1957 are ones which have indicated that they are already prepared to 
match the Federal funds in full. In addition, the law provides that 
the amount of any allotment to a State remaining unpaid at the close 
of the fiscal year which ends June 30, 1957, shall be available for pay- 
ment until the end of the succeeding fiscal year. For these reasons 
we are recommending that the full $7,500,000 be appropriated 


ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


Senator Hiiti. Let me ask you about the administrative funds, 
Doctor. Are they covered in your estimate here or do you have a 
separate estimate? 

Dr. Browne Lu. They are included in our estimate for salaries and 
expenses of the Office of Education. 

Senator Hitz. All right. That is what I thought. I wanted to 
be sure about it, though. 

Are there any questions on this particular estimate? 

Senator Tuyr. I have none, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hriu. If not, we can move to the next. 

Senator Ture. This is all to finance laws enacted since the enact- 
ment of the regular legislative appropriations? 

Dr. BRowneE LL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hriu. That is correct. 

You will cover this question of administrative costs under the other 
item, is that right? 

Dr. Browne... Yes, sir. 





ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
j 
| 


Senator Hix. The next item is ‘‘ Assistance for school construction.’’ 
(The justification follows: ) 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE—OFFICE oF EDUCATION 
Assistance for school construction, Office of Education 


Request for fiscal year 1957__- eet asia Bas ai $108, 500, 000 


Apes OO NS Fs... 5. o-oo ct ee } .. 227, 200, 000 
Obligations to June 30, 1956_ es 215, 409, 576 


kixpenditures to June 30, 1956 _ - ese: ‘ wa 152, 415, 371 


! Includes $4,800,000 transferred from ‘‘School construction, Office of Education.” 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Title I of H. R. 11695 proposes the extension of titles III and IV of Public 
Law 815, as amended, for an additional 2-year period through fiscal year 1958. 
The estimated cost of the 2-year extension is $140 million, of which $102,500,000 
is requested for fiscal year 1957. $6 million is requested for supplemental require- 
ments under Public Law 731. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


Appropriating language is proposed to provide an additional amount for schoo! 
construction in accordance with the provisions of title I of the pending bill, 
including amounts necessary for payments on applications timely filed on or 
before June 30, 1956, and for technical services rendered by other agencies, and 
limiting the amount available for title IV. 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
‘““ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


‘For an additional amount for providing school facilities and for grants to local 
educational agencies in federally affected areas, as authorized by title III and title 
IV of the Act of September 23, 1950, as amended [by the Act of August 8, 1953, 
and the Act of August 31, 1954 (20 U. 8S. C. 291-301) J, including payments upon 
applications filed on or before June 30, 1956, and not to exceed [$750,000] $500,000 
for necessary expenses of technical services rendered by other agencies and not to 
exceed $15,000,000 for title IV, [$24,000,000] $108,500,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be available 
for salaries or other direct expenses of the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare: Provided further, That this paragraph shall be effective only upon enactment 
into law of H. R. 11695, Eighty-fourth Congress, or similar legislation.’ (Second 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1956.) 

Estimate 1957, $108,500,000. 


ASSISTANCE FOR ScHoont CoNnsTRUCTION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
(SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, FiscaL YEAR 1957 


Program and financing 


Increase (+ 
In budget Revised or 
estimate decrease (—), 
difference 


Program by activities: 


1. Assistance to local educational agencies $6, 086, 507 | $101, 586, 507 | +$95, 500, 000 
2. Assistance for school construction on Federal properties 5, 353, 917 17, 853, 917 +12, 500, 000 
3. Payments for technical services 382, 000 882, 000 +500, 000 
Total obligations 11, 822, 424 120, 322, 424 | +108, 500, 000 
Financing: 
Unobligated balance brought forward — 11, 822, 424 | —11, 822, 424 


Appropriation ; 108, 500,000 | +-108, 500, 000 
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Obligations by objects 


Increase (+) 








Object classification In budget | Revised | or 
| estimate | decrease (—), 
| difference 
os = 2 + 
He ee ae a ee $382, 000 $882, 000 +$500, 000 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions ___.....______-- 11, 440,424 | 119, 440, 424 | +108, 000, 000 


Te nN a ie. bc ea oh eke ootion’ | 11,822, 424 120, 322, 424 | +108, 500, 000 


Supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1957______.---_---------- $108, 500, 000 


JUSTIFICATION (SUMMARY STATEMENT) 


A supplemental estimate of $108,500,000 is requested for appropriation for 
fiscal year 1957 to implement pending legislation (H. R. 11695) providing for a 
2-year extension for school construction in federally affected areas. Also, the 
sum of $6 million is included in this total to provide for applications submitted 
by June 30, 1956, under existing law. 

H. R. 11695 provides for a 2-year extension of the provisions of titles IIT and IV 
of Public Law 815, 81ist Congress, as amended. The full 2-year cost of this 
proposed extension as recommended by the administration amounts to $140 
million of which $102,500,000 is requested for the first year’s operation. 

Title III of the law which covers increases in school membership in federally 
affected areas as a result of Federal activity will cost approximately $120 million 
for the 2-year period. Title IV of the act, which provides for special assistance 
to needy school districts which have substantial numbers of pupils residing on 
Federal property (principally Indian), will cost an estimated $20 million during 
the 2-year period. 

The continued impacts which will be felt by federally affected school districts 
during the period June 1956 to June 1958 are principally due to the substantial 
program of military family housing enacted by the Ist session of the 84th Con- 
gress. This housing program which is represented by title VIII of the National 
Housing Act now provides for the construction of some 100,000 family housing 
units on Federal property all of which must be committed by September 30, 1956. 
The completion and occupancy of these housing units will create a demand for 
school facilities in the areas surrounding the military installations. As of the 
Ist of June, the Secretary of Defense had given approval to some 71,000 of these 
units and approval action is being speedily given to the remaining authorized 
units. 

In addition to the family housing units authorized in title VIII of the National 
Housing Act, there are some 27,000 housing units which have been authorized 
for construction from appropriated funds allocated to the military departments 
which will add to the requirements for school facilities in military areas. 

In addition to the school buildings needed for children of military personnel who 
will be occupying these new housing units on Federal property, there will be 
increases in federally connected school membership in many school districts on 
account of Federal activity where the parents do not reside on Federal property. 

Some of the school construction which will be required to accommodate children 
of military personnel will be built on Federal property at full cost to the Federal 
Government where local agencies are unable to accept responsibility for free public 
education. These projects account for approximately $16 million of the total 
estimated cost of $120 million. 

The proposed extension of title [V of Public Law 815 is necessitated by the 
continued need for construction of schools in areas where substantial numbers of 
pupils are residing on tax-exempt Indian lands. The bill authorizes submittal 
of applications by local school districts through June 1958. The bill also raises 
the ceiling limitation in the account from $20 to $40 million to provide for these 
projects. 

Since the proposed authorization is for a 2-year extension of titles III and IV 
of Public Law 815, school districts will submit in the first fiscal year applications 
which will cover most of the needs for the 2-year period. Approximately three- 
fourths of the funds are requested for fiscal year 1957 and the remaining cost will 
be requested for fiscal year 1958 when exact requirements will be more definitely 
established. 

The statements which follow provide a more detailed explanation of the provi- 
sions of the law and the proposed extension and the basis of our cost estimates. 
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ESTIMATE OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF TITLE UI OF PUBLIC LAW 
815, FISCAL YEARS 1957 AND 1958 
1. Authorization 

The authority to accept applications for federally caused increases in school 
membership under title III of Public Law 815, as amended, expired as of June 30, 
1956. The last extension (Public Law 731, 83d Congress) authorized claims 
based on estimated increases occurring between the period June 1954 to June 1956, 
under the terms of title III of the law. Thus, federally affected school districts 
and military installations requesting Federal funds for eligible sehools could esti- 
mate their increased school membership as of the end of the school year 1955-56 
based on the number of new housing units to be completed and occupied by June 
30, 1956. 

The ist session of the &4th Congress enacted Public Law 345 which authorizes 
an extensive program of family housing for military personnel in the continental 
United States and territories. The program authorizes construction of some 
100,000 family housing units for military personnel to be constructed on land 
owned or leased by the United States. The units are now required by the statute 
to be committed for construction by September 30, 1956. Almost none of these 
“nits will be completed and ready for occupancy until after the oresent termination 
date for Public Law 815. Therefore, the President has recommended a 2-year 
extension of Public Law 815 in order that construction of essential school facilities 
to accommodate pupils of families which occupy the new housing units may be 
assured. While most of these housing units will be constructed at existing military 
bases, some of them are for new airbases such as the one near Portsmouth, \. H., 
and some are for reactivated or expanded bases, such as Camp Polk, La. 

Proposed legislation would extend the date for applications for school construe- 
tion assistance under title ITI of Public Law 815 to June 30, 1958. Such extension 
will permit school districts and military installations to make claim for assistance 
for school construction for the estimated number of additional pupils who will be 
enrolled between June 30, 1956, and June 30, 1958, in federally affected areas. 


2 


Provisions and estimated cost by section 


In order to estimate the cost of a 2-year extension of Public Law 815, it is 
necessary to relate the effect of estimated new housing units to be built to the 
numbers of eligible pupils to be produced in the various categories of title III of 
Public Law 815. Since the basis of eligibility is estimated enrollment increases, 
the number of new housing units to be completed and occupied during a 2-year 
period provides the principal basis of estimate. 

Section 305.—Section 305 provides Federal assistance for local school districts 
which incur federally caused enrollment increases in their elementary and see- 
ondary schools during a specified 2-year period. Applications are made to the 
United States Commissioner of Education by local agencies through their State 
departments of education which must approve the request as being in accordance 
with State school building plans. The applicant district estimates the membership 
of the schools for the full 2-year period and eligibility is established on the basis 
of the estimated 2-year increase in pupils. If the federally connected school 
membership increase equals the required percentages (5 percent and 10 percent 
depending on the category) of the total school membership at the beginning of 
the 2-year period, then a ‘maximum authorization”’ is computed for the increase 
in federally connected pupils. 

Subsection 305 (a) (1).—When a school district claims assistance under section 
305 for a pupil whose parent both lives and works on Federal tax-exempt property, 
the claim is processed under section 305 (a) (1). 

In computing estimated requirements under this section, it is necessary first 
to make assumptions on the numbers of new housing units that will be built in 
federally affected areas which will result in an influx of families with children of 
school age. It has been stated that title VIII of Public Law 345 authorizes the 
construction of 100,000 new housing units on military installations practically all 
of which will be built after the present expiration date of Public Law 815. The 
military departments also have authority to construct some 25,000 additional 
housing units from appropriated funds and the expiring Wherry housing program, 
most of which will be completed after June 30, 1956. 

Thus, there are a total of 125,000 housing units that are authorized for con- 
struction which will result in bringing new pupils into the school districts mostly 
after the date on which Public Law 815 is now scheduled to expire. Since some 
of these units will not be completed within the time period allotted in the proposed 
2-year extension of Public Law 815, it is estimated that two-thirds, or 85,000 of 
these housing units should be counted within the purview of the proposed 2-year 
extension. 
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In order to eliminate any possible duplication in counting housing units author- 
ized, we have obtained from each of the military departments the latest informa- 
tion on programed housing units, by installation, and have checked this infor- 
mation against pending school construction applications submitted under Public 
Law 731 for approval by June 1956. This process eliminates from the total esti- 
mate some 6,200 programed housing units (Wherry housing units or appropriated 
housing units) which will be approved on pending applications. Thus, a net 
total of 78,800 housing units on military bases remains for inclusion in the 2-year 
extension of Public Law 815. Of these, it is estimated that 16,300 units will be 
built on bases where school construetion projects will be authorized under section 
310 (discussed below) rather than under section 305 by local educational agencies. 

This leaves approximately 62,500 new housing units on military bases for which 
claims will be submitted under subsection 305 (a) (1). 

As a general rule, it can be anticipated that each 100 housing units built will 
produce 70 school-age pupils. Applying this factor to the 62,500 housing units 
nn an estimated pupil count of 44,000 to be claimed under subsection 305 

a) (1). 

Pupils counted under this subsection are authorized at the rate of 95 percent 
of the State average cost per pupil for construction of minimum school facilities. 
This national average rate for Public Law 815 proposes amounts to $1,150; at 
95 percent, the subsection 305 (a) (1) rate amounts to $1,092.50. The computed 
maximum authorization for this subsection is $48,070,000. (See table 1.) 

Subsection 305 (a) (2).—When the parent of a pupil either lives or works on 
Federal property, but not both, the claim for Federal assistance is made under 
subsection 305 (a) (2). Payments are authorize for these pupils at 50 percent of 
the State average per pupil rate. 

This category has constituted the largest group of pupils claimed under Public 
Laws 246 and 731. Over the 4-year span of these extensions to Public Law 815, 
three-fourths of the pupils counted as eligible under section 305 have been in this 
category; for each pupil counted under subsection 305 (a) (1), about 8 have been 
eligible under subsection 305 (a) (2). 

During the period June 1956-58, it is assumed that this relationship will be 
reduced to include a lesser proportion of pupils under subsection 305 (a) (2). It 
is assumed that only two eligible pupils will be claimed under section 305 (a) (2) 
for each pupil claimed under section 305 (a) (1). This produces an estimate of 
88,000 pupils to be claimed under section 305 (a) (2) during the 2-year period . 

At an average per pupil rate of $575 (50 percent of $1,150), a total maximum 
authorization of $50,600,000 is computed for subsection 305 (a) (2). 

Subsection 305 (a) (3).—Section 305 recognizes a third situation in which a 
federally caused increase in school membership may qualify a district for Federal 
assistance. Whe Federal defense contracts cause an inmigration of workers to 
an area, and where the affected school districts experience a sudden and substan- 
tial increase in school enrollments, Federal assistance can be extended to the dis- 
trict under certain conditions. For each eligible pupil a rate equal to 45 percent 
of the State average cost per pupil for minimum facilities is allowed. This cate- 
gory thus far has Sepmenatel anatortdabiie 16 percent of total pupils claimed 
under section 305 and 13 percent of funds allocated under that section. In the 
first 2-vear period of title III, some 30,000 such pupils were eligible under subsec- 
tion 305 (a) (3) and in the second 2-year period some 15,000 were counted. 

In the proposed 2-year extension of title III, it is assumed that approximately 
10,000 of these pupils will be claimed and counted (less than 10 percent of the 
total pupils claimed), at an average rate of $517.50, or a total cost of $5,175,000 
under subsection 305 (a) (3). 

Net requirements, section 305.—The total maximum allowance produced by these 
computations is $103,845,000. In approving projects under these allowances for 
individual districts, the Commissioner is required to limit payments to the amounts 
required to approve proposed construction projects which are needed to house 
unhoused pupils in a district. Thus, a district may receive less than its maximum 
allowance if it fails to request the full amount in proposed construction projects, 
or if it lacks suffieient unhoused pupils to require the total allowance. It is 
estimated from experience with Public Laws 246 and 731 that 95 percent of the 
maximum allowance will be required to approve eligible projects. Applying this 
percentage to $103,845,000 produees a net estimate of requirements of some $99 
million for section 305 during the 2-year period June 1956-58. 

Section 308.—When the maximum allowance received by a district under section 
305 is insufficient to provide minimum school facilities for all unhoused federally 
connected pupils, and when a district lacks the resources to provide the non- 
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Federal share needed to house such pupils, a supplementary Federal payment is 
authorized by section 308. These supplementary payments may not exceed the 
additional cost involved in housing federally connected pupils. 

Allocations under this section are limited to 10 percent of annual appropriations. 
Under the latest extension of title III, the sum of $3,350,000 will be used for these 
projects; this is approximately 4 percent of total section 305 requirements under 
Public Law 731. It is estimated that about the same percentage of section 305 
requirements ($99 million) will be needed under the proposed 2-year extension of 
title III, amounting to some $3,900,000. 

Section 309.—Section 309 provides that when a federally caused enrollment 
increase used in computing a maximum authorization is of temporary duration 
only, the Commissioner may make temporary school facilities available to the 
applicant district. Total needs under Public Laws 246 and 731 amendments 
amount to $2,300,000. 

Temporary school buildings costing $2,300,000 were required during the 4-year 
period June 1952-56 under Public Laws 246 and 731. These projects are prin- 
cipally on atomic energy installations or Federal dam sites during the construc- 
tion period. After the construction phase is completed, workers and their families 
may be expected to leave the area and the school buildings may be dismantled or 
used for other Federal purposes, unless the school district justifies their continued 
use for school purposes. There is oly minimum use for this section foreseen in the 
period June 1956—58 and only $200,000 is included in the estimate for these proj- 
ects. 

Section 310.—The Commissioner of Education is required by section 310 of 
Public Law 815 to build essential school facilities on Federal property in those 
cases where no local agency is able to provide the needed schools. Most of these 
projects are located in remote areas away from centers of population, including 
several in the Territory of Alaska. The average cost per pupil of providing 
minimum school facilities on these installations is greater than the average cost 
in applicant school districts. The per pupil cost of section 310 projects under the 
two extensions of Public Law 815 (Public Laws 246 and 731) has averaged $1,400. 

It is estimated that in the 2-year period June 1956—58 that 16,300 family hous- 
ing units accommodating 11,430 pupils will be constructed on military installations 
under section 310 authority. This estimate is based on housing units programed 
for military installations which have in the past required Federal construction 
of onbase schools. At an average per pupil cost of $1,400, the required school 
facilities will cost approximately $16 million. 


3. Total requirements, title III 


The total requirements for all sections of title II] for the 2-year period amount 
to $120 million, including technical services to be rendered by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. (See table 2.) Since most project applications will be 
received and processed in the first year of the 2-year period, most of the funds 
($87,500,000) have been requested for appropriation in fiscal year 1957, and the 
remaining $32,500,000 for fiscal year 1958. The law requires approval of projects 
on a priority basis when appropriations are insufficient to cover all eligible projects. 
If insufficient funds are appropriated in the first vear, this priority system will be 
invoked and will delay project approvals and construction starts. 

Table 3 summarizes requirements for all sections and public law authorizations 
for titles III and IV of Public Law 815. 

ESTIMATE OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF TITLE IV, PUBLIC LAW 815, 
FISCAL YEARS 1957 AND 1958 


1. Title IV authorization and provisions 


Title IV was added to Public Law 815 by Public Law 246, 83d Congress, and 
was originally scheduled to expire on June 30, 1955. Public Law 382, 84th 
Congress, extended the title for 1 additional year through June 1956 and amended 
eligibility requirements. H. R. 11695 provides for extension of the provisions of 
title IV for an additional 2-year period through June 1958, consistent with title 
III of Public Law 815. 

Title IV was intended to cover requirements not met by titles II and III of 
Public Law 815 in areas where substantial numbers of pupils reside on Federal 
property but where eligibility of districts was precluded by insufficient growth 
in school enrollments. School districts which include or accept such pupils are 
eligible if the number of children is substantial, if the tax immunity of property 
constitutes a continuing burden on the district, if the district is making a reasonable 
tax effort to provide schools, and if the district has insufficient funds to provide 
essential school facilities. 
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Practically all of the pupils for whom title IV assistance is extended are living 
on Indian reservation lands which are in or adjacent to school districts where 
educational facilities are not adequate. Integration of Indians into regular 
community life is facilitated by title IV assistance. 


2. Title IV accomplishments 


The proposed 2-year extension of the title IV of Public Law 815, is estimated 
to require an additional authorization of $20 million in Federal funds. The 
original title [V was enacted in 1953 and continued through June 1956 with an 
authorization for appropriation of $20 million. 

During the 3-year period title IV has been in existence, it has demonstrated its 
value in providing publie school housing for pupils residing on tax-exempt Indian 
lands. By the end of June 1956, it is expected that the full $20 million authoriza- 
tion in title IV will -be utilized, and that some $3.5 million in eligible applications 
will be on hand in excess of this authorization. 

It is apparent that several States have made effective use of title IV while 
others have not as yet. In some States, problems of district organization and 
incorporation of unorganized territory have slowed the submittal of project appli- 
cations. The inconvenient location of Federal schools for Indians for purposes 
of consolidation with public schools has been a problem in a few places. 

Oklahoma is an example of a State that has made extensive use of title IV. 
In that State’s report on Indian education for 1955, the following statement is 
found: 

“Title IV of Public Law 815 entitles a school to receive aid on the basis of 
pupils living on Indian-owned tax-exempt land. * * * This program has helped 
tremendously to solve the problem of poor and insufficient housing. It has also 
brought about some consolidation into larger units, which makes for a better 
educational program.”’ 

Oklahoma has included all its lands within organized publie school districts. 
This facilitates construction planning in the larger districts and apparently title 
IV assistance is fostering consolidation of larger districts. 

On the other hand some States, for example the Dakotas, with large numbers 
of Indians have moved more slowly with title IV, possibly because large parts of 
the Indian land have been outside of organized districts requiring the incorpora- 
tion of unorganized territory. Districts have been hesitant to incorporate lands 
that will result in adding pupils to their school rolls but which will not add any 
substantial tax yield, such as Indian tax-exempt lands. Before expansion of 
districts can be arranged, school districts must be sure that funds will be avail- 
able for construction and operation of schools. A change in South Dakota law 
last year requires the incorporation of unorganized territory into organized school 
districts by the end of 1956. A new problem which affects needs in South Dakota 
is the relocation of Indians as a result of the Missouri River development program 
which results in new school needs. 

Thirteen States have reported to the Office that about 140 school districts 
could be expected to make application under a 2-year extension of title IV. 

3. Future needs 


One of the original objectives of title IV was to provide essential school facilities 
for thousands of Indian pupils not in school who were living on tax-exempt Indian 
lands, Most of the children who were not enrolled in school when title IV was 
originated have now been housed in some kind of school facility, On the Navaho 
Reservation, Federal schools operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs haye been 
greatly expanded in recent years to accommodate more pupils. Title IV projects 
are also housing many such pupils on the Navaho Reservation and elsewhere. 

In appraising the budgetary needs for a 2-year extension of title IV, it is neces- 
sary to consider the following: 

(1) The growth in school age population of Indians because of birth rate increases.— 
Vital statistics surveys indicate that Indian live-birth rates are nearly 50 percent 
higher than birth rates for non-Indian groups living in these areas and Indian 
rates are increasing, On the other hand the high infant death rates among 
Indians are being reduced by improved health measures for Indians; the infant 
mortality rate in 1948 for Indians was 96.3 per 1,000 live births and by 1953 it 
was reduced to 76.1. 

(2) The growth in “in school’ populations in the primary grades.—A sizable 
effort has been made to get pupils in school, particularly in the early grades on 
the Navaho Reservation; holding these pupils in school will require new facilities. 
For example, in the fiscal year 1955 there was an increased public school enroll- 
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ment in Navaho children over 1953 of 2,600, amounting to 110 percent, and an 
increase of 5,800, or 55 percent in the number of Navaho pupils in Federal schools. 
Most of these were in the primary to fourth grade. Over 2,000 of the increase in 
Federal school pupils are in trailer schools. If they are to be kept in school, new 
facilities must be built for them, and for their replacements in the lower grades. 

(3) Relieving overcrowding and use of substandard facil*ties—This phase of the 
school housing problem for Indians is still a serious one despite title IV assistance. 
It has not been possible to replace all the inadequate schools in use by districts 
educating Indians, or to replace obsolete Federal schools by construction of new 
public-school facilities. Problems in this area are in part related to school district 
organization in the various States. These problems are gradually being overcome 
and the assurance of title IV aid has been, and can be, a continuing factor in 
facilitating a solution. 


(4) Providing school facilities for children not enrolled.—This continues to be a 
problem in the Alaska territory where large numbers of the native population 
are not receiving educational opportunity. A few otber States still report above 


average numbers of Indian pupils not enrolled, particularly on the Navaho 
Reservation. 
1. Estimated requirements, 1956-58 

Growth in numbers of pupils enrolled—The growth in school enrollment of In- 
dians is estimated by the Office of Education and the Pureau of Indian Affairs 
to be over 10,000 during the 2-year period June 1956-58. It is assumed that this 
school housing must be provided by public-school facilities in distriets which 
would be eligible for title IV assistance; no further expansion of Federal school 
facilities is expected. Providing public-school facilities for this growth in numbers 
at an average cost of $1,100 will require an estimated $11 million in the 2-year 
period. 

Replacement and enlargement of facilities —No precise data are available on the 
numbers of obsolete school buildings that need replacement or the number of 
children in overcrowded facilities. Approximately 106,000 Indian pupils will be 
enrolled as of June. It is conservatively estimated that approximately 30 percent 
of this population, or 32,000, is now housed in inadequate or overcrowded facilities. 
(In 37 States reporting under phase 2 of the school facilities survey, 30 percent of 
all enrolled pupils were in obsolete or overcrowded facilities; in the case of Indian 
pupils it is assumed that at least this percentage would apply to these two condi- 
tions.) It is assumed that about one-third of this replacement need might be 
accomplished in a 2-year period in school districts eligible for title IV assistance. 
If school housing were provided for 11,000 pupils, a total cost of about $12 million 
would be involved. 

Facilities for Indians not in school—There were over 10,000 school-age pupils 
not in school in all States, including 1,100 in Alaska, as of June 1955. Approxi- 
mately 4,300 of these were on the Navaho Reservation. Some additional progress 
in eliminating this situation can be anticipated if title 1V is extended; it should be 
safe to assume that about one-fith of the ‘‘not enrolled” children could be housed. 
The Alaska situation is a serious one and will in itself require a large sum for its 
eventual solution. 

It is estimated that in a 2-year period school housing costing $2 million would be 
needed for schools for Indian pupils not in school. 


5. Total cost 
The total cost of school facilities estimated for the 2-year period is $25 million. 


Based on experience with title IV, it is estimated that no more than $5 million of 
this cost would be borne by State and local agencies. A net Federal cost of 
$20 million is estimated. 


6. Fiscal year 1957 appropriation 

It is expected that there will be project applications received in fiscal year 1957 
for approximately $15 million, including $3,500,000 in applications originally filed 
in fiscal year 1956 but not approved because of insufficient authorization in Public 
Law 246. The remaining $5 million will be requested in fiscal year 1958. 
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TARLE 1.—Estimated requirements for sec. 305 projects, June 1956-58 

















Estimated Estimated 

Section pupils Rate per pupil maximum 

allowance 
eS aa ee ree ee 44,000 | (95 percent of $1,150) $1,092.50.______ $48, 070, 000 
RC I a a 88, 000 | (50 percent of $1,150) $575... _______- 50, 600, 000 
Ce NITIES 5: oo cera poetcaconindind 10,000 | (45 percent of $1,150) $517.50._.._____ 5, 175, 000 
I a atiiatd cuiainistnsinbeiiacceial i sR aS a a a ; 103, 845, 000 


se eee ee a I 


Net requirements to approve projects to house unhoused pupils (95 percent), 
$99 million. 


‘TABLE 2.—Estimated requirements for proposed 2-year extension of titles III and 
IV of Public Law 815 by section, fiscal years 1957 and 1958 




















Section and title Fiscal year | Fiscal year Total 
1957 estimate | 1958 estimate estimate 
salina scoala aladdin apie calc nanan aa as 

NINN iin Gas Caepamtndnaiedoeionbanaiasuuenal wetude tees $71, 300,000 | $27,700,000 $99, 000, 000 
Sec. 308_.-.- ib GalrpankaineckeadinigeoiSaie wins eked dibndin bimiiatadoaiel 3, 000, 000 900, 090 3, 900, 000 
I Nc ae atc ia eck pen bc Remco accra Ne 200, 000 0 200, 000 
DR ce tenon bbuenaceesnaielk decaebiankmes ee Laeeeeee 12, 500, 000 3, 500, 000 16, 000, 000 
PN IN NER inc sp cteanasGdingmmniei ciciek tina sd leiex yee 87, 000, 000 32, 100, 000 119, 100, 000 
NN Re a eS ian cece ay Gada nkasied wwe esuielin isn eee 15. 000, 000 5, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 

ES aE ae ae sand 500, 000 | 400, 000 900, 
Total ali sections, new legislation..__.........-.........| 102,500,000 | 37,500,000 140, 000, 000 
Supplemental requirements, Public Law 731._._......._.-.--- RE pss ute apolar ee 
108, 500,000 |........--.--- | ee at 








1 Covers only the additional requirements of Housing and Home Finance Agency estimated on account 
of the proposed 2-year extension of title III in fiscal years 1957 and 1958; does not include amounts required 
for completion of Public Law 246 and Public Law 731 projects or needs beyond fiscal year 1958. 


TABLE 3.—Summary of estimated requirements by section and by public law titles 
III and IV of Public Law 815, as amended, fiscal years 1954-58 





| Public Law | Public Law | Public Law Proposed 
246 382 


731 2-year Total 
extension 
_ ee wigs $94, 570, 147 $86, 349, 976 $5, 825, 000 $99, 000,000 | $285, 745, 123 
IIR ical enisccm tins Gio oss bled oed 1, 513, 340 3, 352, 775 800, 000 3, 900, 000 9, 566, 115 
I ies serene iekiena ee 1, 369, 080 915, 920 0 200, 000 2, 485, 000 
RI se re 4,351,662 | 11,677, 100 0 | 16,000,000 32, 028, 762 
< ) ’ c) e 101, 804, 229 102, 295, 771 6, 625, 000 119, 100, 000 329, 825, 000 
oo fea see 20, 000, 000 0 (1) 20, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 
Technical services -- -- 1, 075, 000 1, 100, 000 0 900, 000 3, 075, 000 
US is leech ect achiocts --«s-) §22670, 909 103, 395, 771 6, 625, 000 140, 000, 000 372, 900, 000 


1 Public Law 382 amendments to title IV will enable districts to qualify for full $20 million authorization 
contained in Public Law 246. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES FOR TECHNICAL SERVICES RENDERED 
RY OTHER AGENCIES 


The following justification is submitted by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency in support of the request for supplemental authorization of funds for the 
fiscal year 1957 to provide necessary technical services in connection with the 


extension of titles III and IV of the school construction program under Public 
Law 815, as amended. 
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Program highlights 





1957 
Actual 1956 
Current Proposed Total 
program | legislation 

“= — ~ — —_——_ --— —. -- - — ---—- ——~ 
Projects active during year-___- edie tcc 1, 497 945 | 543 1, 488 
Projects under construction during year. abide 1, 136 909 297 1, 206 

Noneumulative: | 
Fund reservations__..._---- Sieve an 322 10 543 553 
TN On renga : ee 503 66 445 514 
Construction starts_....- - cute 535 335 297 632 
Project completions. j 562 641 | s 649 

Cumulative: 
Fund reservations--_-_.--- Salad ah a 2, 787 2, 797 543 3, 340 
eee Peereen 35. cece eke be 2, 731 2, 797 448 3, 245 
Construction starts___- : : é 2, 426 2,761 | 297 3, 058 
Project completions_--_..-.__- Sade ers 1, 852 | 2, 493 | 8 2, 501 

Administrative expenses: 
i ree ebcitlonabeds 120. 8 50.0 | 67.0 117.0 
NOE Credit oc eines caken ea : $910, 257 $382, 000 | $500, 000 $882, 000 


Certain phases of the school construction program authorized under the author- 
ity of Public Law 815, as amended, have been administered by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency under the terms of a working agreement between the 
Administrator and the Commissioner of Education. An estimate and justification 
of administrative expense requirements for technical services to be performed by 
the Office of the Administrator in connection with the program are prepared by 
the OA on the basis of projections of workload on projects under construction 
and of new project approvals estimated by the Office of Education. 

Services performed by OA 

The working agreement between the Administrator and the Commissioner of 
Education carries out the requirement of the basic statite that the Commissioner 
of Education. use the staffs and facilities of other agencies whenever, by so doing, 
he will avoid the creation of duplicating staff and facilities in the Office of 
Kdueation. 

In summary, the functions performed by the Office of the Administrator under 
terms of the working agreement include: 

1. Examining applications for financial assistance submitted by local school 
districts and reporting to the Commissioner of Education on the assurances 
required by the basic statute and on the engineering, legal, and financial features 
of such applications. 

Reviewing and approving (on the basis of project approvals issued by the 
Commissioner of Education) the plans, specifications, and contract documents 
for educational facilities to be constructed and equipped with Federal assistance 
by local school agencies. 

3. Providing engineering supervision and inspection at the construction site 
of non-Federal projects, and making final inspections and reports to ascertain 
that the terms of the project approvals and of the approved plans and specifica- 
tions and contract documents have been complied with. Such inspections also 
provide the basis for recommending action on necessary change orders during 
construction as well as for certification of progress and fins il payments. 

t. At the request of the Office of Education, preparing cost estimates, planning 
constructing under contract, and purchasing necessary equipment (ine ludinz 
certification of payments and disbursement of funds) for certain temporary and 
permanent educational facilities to be constructed by the Federal Government. 

The working agreement covers many more detailed requirements including: 
Obtaining for local school districts schedules of pre, ailing wage rates as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Labor; periodically checking the construction accounts; 
inspecting and verifying the receipt and installation of equipment; disbursing 
funds to cover all costs of direct Federal construction projects; and reporting on 
the actual cost of each school facility provided under the program, as well 
periodic reports on operations and administration of all sections of the act. 


Status of the current Public Law 815 program 


As of June 30, 1956, a total of 2,787 fund rese rva ions had been made by the 
Office of Education for Federal assistance for school construction under the 4 
titles of Public Law 815, as amended. A total of S618, § million has been appro- 
priated for the purpose of providing this assistance. 
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448 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


A greater number of fund reservations have been assigned to the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency by the Office of Education than was anticipated in the 
budget estimates. At the same time, constructions progress has been slower, for 
both construction starts and project completions have lagged behind the original 
projections for unforeseen reasons over which the Agency has no control. These 
two factors combine to produce both a larger preconstruction workload and a 
greater construction inspection workload in 1957 for the completion of the current 
program than was forecast at the time the budget estimate was prepared. 

The table below compares the original and revised estimates of current program 
workload for the 1956-57 period. 


| | 
| Fiscal year 1956 Fiscal year 1957 

















| 

Estimate Actual Original | Revised 

estimate estimate 

ee Cte ansstiiniineanattpiijiainditiantnil ieasirittesitias iene 
Project active during ei De Et 1, 407 1, 497 | 749 945 
Project under construction during year____.....------- 1, 226 | 1, 136 | 735 909 

Noncumulative: | 

ee os oo eee el i ceweewen 232 | 322 22 10 
UNC id org ccna tabaniaciehbin erates 432 503 59 | 66 
EE EE ET EE 625 535 191 335 
PT ENND Suu neu ccuscanncepeasewuaneese’ 682 562 584 641 


Extension of Public Law 815 by H. R. 11695 


H. R. 11695 would, among other things, extend for a 2-year period titles III 
and IV of Public Law 815, as amended. According to testimony provided in 
connection with the legislative consideration of the bill and according to advice 
to the Agency provided by the Office of Education, it is estimated that a total of 
146 million will be requested during the 2-year period. It is the understanding 
of the Agency that this request will produce a total of 770 fund reservations, 
The rate at which these fund reservations will be assigned to the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency has been determined by the Office of Education and is 
reflected, on a cumulative and noncumulative basis in the attached tables, There 
is also attached a summary table which shows the revised totals for program 
workload under current and proposed legislation. 


Administrative expenses 


The supplemental estimate of administrative expense requirements for technical 
services for fiscal 1957 is $500,000. The detail of this supplemental expense esti- 
mate and the revised 1957 total is presented in the table on the following page. 

This table shows that total technical service requirements for 1957—assuming 
passage of H. R. 11695 or similar legislation—is $882,000. It is proposed that 
this amount be funded from three sources: 


omueeerauneey. TOOT Wile Se a ee ee ua $275, 000 
RsOS BV RIO LOM WHO FORR ek eee cee 107, 000 
Authorisation, 1957 supplemental. . . <2 cs cece ctu 500, 000 

PE evan ls ucekerad coudiaawdnanncdelcckvads babediwncs 882, 000 


ee te as 


Pai taitadiom - 2 


erat och 


: 
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Hovusina AND Home Finance AGEncy, COMMUNITY FACILITIES ADMINISTRATION 


School construction workload under proposed extension of titles III and 1V 


























Fiscal year 1957 Fiscal year 1958 
| 
1956 | After 
actual | Cur- Pro- Cur- Pro- 1958 
rent | posed | Total | rent | posed | Total 
pro- legis- pro- legis- 
gram | lation gram | lation 
| aiaeiuntipesaia 
Projects active during year--_-...---- 1, 497 945 543 1, 488 304 | 762 1, 066 | 476 
Projects under construction during 
NI oi ccieacisScsa ch Reetiteni cre cece esa tomes 1, 136 909 297 1, 206 302 | 620 922 476 
Noncumulative: | 
Fund reservations. -.......-- ae ae 10 543 863 |......- 227 OE calcu 
Beeee me TODIIUE. 655 so aces ce..s- 503 66 448 Me caieieate 279 279 | 43 
Construction starts_......-.-.---- 535 335 297 632 36 331 367 | 144 
Project completions... -...------- 562 641 8 649 289 301 590 | 476 
Cumulative: } 
Fund reservations. ---......----- 2,787 | 2,797 543 | 3,340] 2,797 770 | 3,567 3, 567 
yo ee ee eee 2, 731 2, 797 448 3, 245 2, 797 727 | 3,524 3, 567 
Construction starts_...-...------ 2, 426 2, 761 297 3, 058 2, 795 628 3, 423 3, 567 
Project completions- -------- on aoe 2, 493 8 2, 501 2, 782 | 309 | 3,091 | 3,567 
| | 





School construction workload under proposed extension of titles III and IV 


NONCUMULATIVE 









































Fiscal year 1957 Fiscal year 1958 
| | | After 
Ist | 2d 3d 4th ist 2d 3d | 4th | 1958 
quar- | quar- | quar- | quar- | quar- | quar- | quar- | quar- | 
ter ter ter ter ter | ter | ter ter 
‘cies eed ——— | a ee 
All projects: 
Fund reservations..............- 70 270 125 78 4 138 55 ait co 
ME a Pept... .65...62. 8. 25 130 194 99 68 78 107 26 | 43 
COMMISION SURES. cn cece iceens 24 108 165 84 82. 85 80 | 142 
PVGNiis GUUOURONED nn sen fownens-|acns- 1 7 13 49 99 140 461 
Non-Federal projects (305): 
Fund reservations.............-.- 70 250 100 a 100 30 cats 
eee ee Se cod nna cesa. 25 122 176 77 | 53 58 85 9 15 
Cometrnetaen Starts... ......022c00-fnncnnee 24 106 160 72 58 65 45 90 
Be I oe on ef nne sos foenac=- 1 7 12 47 95 127 331 
Federal projects (310): 
UE TE III, 6 gnc sscns non do~. cnn 20 10 Ss 4 i ae Sh cnakg Notatsaiel 
SEEN ED dtcwecencndincdnclosccnns 8 14 10 8 5 4 Bi icdaese 
ON ain cncncsccthennsncs}accene~ 1 1 4 14 7 18 5 
snail ang eaentnkwnasc keeakcoteceusm | 1 2 8 39 
Non-Federal projects (title IV): 
Fund reservations. ...-.....--- ia aniekeatend 15 Da iccnns 30 25  Ectenwae 
RO ro, on Naccsonctisacene 4) 12 7 15 18 16 | 28 
CIN ORONO os otis coe hn btadouwesen 1 4 | 8 10 13 17 47 
Project completions.._.......-.-- Det ae | Pia kere evident oe 1 1 2 5 | 91 
CUMULATIVE 
ican ieeemmoe : ————————_—_— Bcctieene 
All projects: | | 
Fund reservations--...........--- 70 | 340 465 543 547 | 685; 740; 770) 770 
I is sents | 25 155 | 349] 448 516; 694) 701 727 770 
CO ee 24; 132) 297; 381] 463 548 628 770 
Project completions__.........__- weer Beker 1 | 8 | 21 | 70 | 169 309 | 770 
Non-Federal projects (305): | | | ' 
Fund reservations. ..........-.- 70 | 320; 420 480 480 | 580 610 | 620 | 620 
Re nn. wcccsumnlstetenhieal 25 147 323 | 400 453} 511 | 596) 605 620 
Construction starts. .........---- Par 24; 130] 290 362 | 420 485 | 530 | 620 
Project completions..........-._- Bd ded hdl Sapien | 1 8 20 | 67 162 | 289 | 620 
Federal projects (310): | 
a ae eee 20 30 | 38 42 | 50 50 | 50 50 
A I i os cise cs heron nn 8 | 22} 32) 40 | 5 49 | 50 | 50 
Construction starts. .........---- Pesta akremetrs 1 | 2 | 6| 2%] 27 45 | 50 
Ne hn nso ibkesion ieabetne een biceneesl . 3 11 | 50 
Non-Federal projects (title IV): | | 
Fund reservations. ......-.------ BBs agers Ngati | 15) 2) 25) 55 80} 100} 100 
REE ON nc enone Nd ee 4 | 16 23 38 56 | 72 | 100 
Construction starts......._.____- ee ‘ot DaRA 1 |} 5 13 | 22 36 | 53 | 100 
Project completions_.__....------ a te Ne hai 1 | 2 | 100 
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Scuoo.t Construction, 1957—Tecunicat SERVICES 


Obligations by objects 


| | 
Presently | Revised | Ditferencos 
available estimates 


Object classification: | | 
Nl Personal services. .............-..-...-..----_----.--.-| $338, 100 








| 

| $780, 700 | $442, 600 

Se PO ed RR Re ere cee eek : 26, 500. | 56, 600 30, 100 
03 Transportation of things...............-...--____._--- 500 | 1,000 500 
04 Communications services - See eee sana 8, 100 | 21,000 12, 900 
06 Printing and reproduction -__.........--_-- Ea aenoel 1,000 2,300 | 1, 300 
O7 ther comGractual serviods....................--.....<.. 2, 900 10, 200 | 7, 300 
fe ee ee ee ee 3, 800 | 8, 800 5, 000 
09 Equipment Eee aseburnneensMeeids oanCe 200 | 400 200 
BB: Deen Wie eS oe al 900 | 1,000 100 
II oe sick ach cand ceenaeennt a 382, 000 | 882, 000 500, 000 

Sources of funds: | 


Available for transfer from Office of Education____._-__-- 275, 000 775, 000 500, 000 
Available from prior year __- 107, 000 107, 000 





| 382, 000 882, 000 500, 000 


CONSTRUCTION IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 


Senator Hiiu. Will you address yourself to the subject of assist- 
ance for school construction, sir? 

Dr. BRowNELL. Yes, sir. This is a 2-page statement and I think 
I will read it. 


Senator Hiri. This involves a great deal of money and I think it 
might be well to read it in full. 

Dr. Brown. I am pleased to testify to this committee on behalf 
of the President’s request for funds needed to extend the program of 
school construction in federally affected areas which expired on 
June 30, 1956. 

Senator Hii. In that connection we have two bills. Mr. Lilly- 
white is here. He and I and the other members of our subcommittee 
have had a session on that. Public Law 815 has to do with the con- 


struction of schools and Public Law 874 is for the maintenance and 
operation funds. 


Dr. Browne tt. That is true. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION FUNDS 


Senator Hiri. Your maintenance and operation funds are already 
taken care of? Do you have a supplemental for them? 

Dr. BRowNELL. We do not have a supplemental. It is not in- 
cluded here, Mr. Chairman. The reason for that is the request for 
the extension of Public Law 874 was not a part of the administration’s 
program. That has come up since, so that that budget did not clear 
in time for it to be included at this time. 

Senator Hitt. Do you want to add something? 

Mr. Keuuy. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think we are in this position: 
that there are no funds at all to carry out the extension of Public 
Law 815; unless the Congress in this supplemental appropriates 
funds the program would come to a halt. 

Senator Hitu. That is the construction. 

Mr. Keury. [hat is right. With respect to the funds for the main- 
tenance and operation, there have been appropriated in the regular 
appropriation moneys in accordance with existing law for the fiscal 
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year 1957. The extension and amendments to that law now under 
consideration would increase the cost of operation. This would 
mean that during the first 6 months of this year the school districts 
would be paid only a proportion to the total entitlement, but funds 
would continue to go out of these districts and then, when the Con- 
gress convened in January, we would submit a supplemental estimate 
for the balance of the funds which would be paid before the school 
vear was completed. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, between the opening < school we 
will say in the latter part of September and the first of January your 
payments would be made on the basis of the old law? 

Mr. Keutriy. That is right. 

Senator Hiiu. That is really the existing law because the bill has 
not vet been passed which makes the change. 

Mr. Ketty. That is right. 

Senator Hitu. Public Law 874 applies to the maintenance and 
operation. If you did not get your funds in now for the school 
construction you would not have any funds at all. 

Mr. Ketriy. That is correct. 

Senator Hiitu. The difference is that, really, Public Law 815 
expired on July 1 of this year. In fact, there is no law now so far as 
Public Law 815 is concerned for construction funds, but your main- 
tenance and operation funds, as provided for in Public Law 874, as 
amended, are still in effect and that is still the law because that law 
does not expire until July 1 of next year; is that right? 

Mr. Keitiy. That is right. 

Dr. Browne.v. But there are no provisions in the law as it now 
stands in Public Law 874 for the changes that are being considered 
in the amendments, so that that would have to come in under a 
supplemental next fall. 

Senator Hitu. I understand, but I want to get it clear for the record. 

Proceed, Doctor. 

PENDING LEGISLATION 


Dr. Browne tu. Title I (sees. 101-110 * H. R. 11695, now pending 
before the Senate, provides for a 2-ye: cman of the school- 
construction program authorized by Public Law 815, or from July 1, 
1956, through June 1958. In order that essential school-construction 
work may be initiated promptly, supplemental funds are requested 
now for project applications which will be submitted early this fall by 
most districts which will qualify during the 2-year period. 

School buildings which will be built with these Federal funds are 
needed most urgently by school districts in military areas where new 
family housing units are being constructed on Federal property. 
Some 100,000 housing units were authorized under title VIII of the 
National Housing Act Amendments of 1955 to be constructed on 
military installations for families of military personnel. 

Senator Ropertson. May I interrupt to ask if any of these are 
needed in Virginia? 

Dr. Browne ut. I cannot tell you, but I assume that the answer 
is probably yes, because there are military installations there. 

Senator Hix. Mr. Lillywhite is here with us. Although he was 
not, I think, going to testify on this item, I am sure he has the data 
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on this subject because he has just been before our legislative com- 
mittee on the same matter. 

Senator Rosertson. Mr. Lillywhite helped me to get straightened 
out in the Tidewater on a matter. 


SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION IN VIRGINIA 


Mr. Littywuitre. We get monthly from the Department of De- 
fense the number of housing units that have been allocated. As of 
June 30, there were 74,000 allocated, and Virginia had at that time 
1,962: 618 at Fort Belvoir, 600 at Eustis, 500 at Lee, 56 at Monroe, 
150 at Story, 25 at Richmond Quartermaster Depot, and 30 at Vint 
Hill Farms. 

Senator DworsHak. Are these all for students from military 
families? 

Mr. Littywuitsr. These housing units are all for military personnel 
and are to be constructed on Federal property. 

Senator DworsHak. That is under this Federal program. There 
will be no school construction aid in areas outside of military areas? 

Mr. Littywuire. Sir, the housing units that we are talking about 
now were authorized by the last session of Congress under title VIII 
of the National Housing Act, and they, being constructed on these 
military bases, create a need for school facilities under Public Law 
815. 

Senator DworsHak. What is being done under the remainder of 
the program which has been in effect for many years? 

Dr. Brownetu. May I answer that question? 

Senator Hitu. Dr. Brownell. 

Dr. Browne.tu. The extension of this law as called for would pro- 
vide for funds to take care of any district that qualifies under Public 
Law 815 just as it has in the past. Does that answer your question, 
sir? 

Senator Dworsnak. So far as the requested funds are concerned, 
could you tell us approximately what percentage will be allocated for 
use of military personnel in military areas, and what percentage will 
be used to continue the program which has been in effect for many 
years? 
ry Dr. Browne... Of course, the program that has been in effect for 
many years includes the military. 

Senator DworsnHak. Give us a breakdown. 

* Dr. Browne tu. Mr. Lillywhite, do you have the estimate on that 
with you? 
ESTIMATED COST OF PROGRAM 


Mr. Littywuirte. Sir, the estimated cost of this program under 
title III is $120 million for the 2 years. Now, we estimate that $48 
million of that will be grants to local school districts because of housing 
projects built on Federal property where the school district will take 
the children off Federal property in the local schools; and there will be 
$16 million of it where we will have to build the schools on Federal 
property. In other words, approximately $64 million of the $120 
million will be the direct result of construction of houses, under this 
Housing Act, on Federal property. 

Now, some of the rest of the money will also be for military person- 
nel because there are some new airbases being opened up and new 
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personnel will be sent to those airbases. They will not all get housing 
on Federal property. How much more of the rest of it is made up 
of the personnel that will not be on the base I cannot give you. 

Senator DworsHak. That will restrict the former program to pretty 
small dimensions then so far as nonmilitary school construction aid is 
concerned. 

Mr. Litiywuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HiLu. Senator Smith. 


HOUSING ON MILITARY BASES 


Senator SmirH. Before Senator Dworshak’s question, I understood 
Mr. Lillywhite to say something about the housing on military bases 
and that this money was for the schools for people in that housing. 

Do you have any figures on the number of houses that have been 
built, or whether the housing will be built in time to use these schools? 

Mr. LittywuitTer. Well, the law, as you probably know, Senator, 
requires that commitments be made to insure it, as I understand it, 
by September 30. Now, there are not very many of them at the stage 
where the Defense Department can get commitments to insure. How 
many will be ready and be firm by that September 30 date, I don’t 
know. 

Now, if you would assume that they would all meet that criterion, 
we have not assumed that the 100 ,000 would all be authorized and 
constructed in a 2-year period. We thought about 80,000 to 85,000 
of them would, so that we leave 15,000 off that we do not think would 
be ready. 

Senator Smita. Mr. Chairman, I make this observation only be- 
cause, as a member of the Defense Armed Services Committee and a 
member of the Defense Subcommittee on Appropriations Committee, 
I have never been able to find out how many houses were actually 
built in a certain amount of time. That is why I raised the question. 

Mr. Littywuite. So far as I know, there is one of those projects 
started. 

Senator Hii. Only one is started? 

Mr. Littywuite. So far as I know. 

Senator Tuyr. May I ascertain where that project is? 

Mr. Littywuite. Abilene, Tex., is the only one project I know of, 
sir. 

Senator Tuyr. Thank you. 

Senator Hitt. Now, Doctor, I think we inte rrupted your statement. 
Will you proceed, Doctor. 


PROJECTS COVERED BY EXTENSION OF LEGISLATION 


Dr. Browne.u. The Housing Act required that commitments to 
construct these projects be completed by September 30, 1956. Chil- 
dren of parents who occupy these new housing units will create an 
urgent need for more classroom space in local se thools. Other Federal 
impacts not related to the program of military housing will occur in 
many other school districts throughout the country. Projects in 
these categories are covered by the ‘proposed extension of title III of 
Public Law 815. 
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The proposed legislation also contemplates a 2-year extension of 
title LV of Public Law 815 which provides assistance to needy school 
districts which educate large numbers of pupils (principally Indian) 
who reside on Federal property. The bill specifies that $20 million 
may be appropriated during the next 2 years for school districts 
which meet the special requirements of this title. 

Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, might I ask Dr. Brownell a question, 
there? 

CASS COUNTY, MINN., SCHOOL DISTRICT 


In the event that the Federal Dam School District in Cass County, 
Minn., qualified, are these funds that would assist in the Federal 
allocation? 

Dr. Browneu. That is my understanding, Senator Thye. 

Senator Ture. Because, you see, they were on the verge of quali- 
fication and then there was the question as to whether these funds 
would be all exhausted and whether the Congress would appropriate 
additional funds. Assume then as the Federal Dam District in Cass 
County, Minn., has succeeded in clarifying its difficulties and they 
are then qualified to proceed to make application, the funds would 
be available? 

Dr. Browne. That is right. This title IV covers that kind of 
situation. 

Senator Taye. Thank you, sir. 

Dr. Browne. The 2-year estimated cost of the proposed exten- 
sion of Public Law 815 amounts to $140 million of which $20 million 
is required for title LV of the act and the remaining sum is required for 
title II] and for technical services. Funds now requested total 
$108,500,000 which includes $87 million for schools required on 
account of Federal impacts covered by title IIT of the law, and $15 
million for projects authorized by title IV. In both cases this sum 
represents about three-fourths of the estimated 2-year cost of all 
projects since most projects will be received in the first year. Also 
included in the appropriation request is $6 million which is needed to 
finance construction applications already submitted as of June 30, 
1956, under prior authorization for which funds are not available. 

Senator Hrtt. Excuse me. I have a question. You may want 
Dr. Lillywhite to answer this, whichever you think best. 


COST OF EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 815 


This extension of Public Law 815 will cost what amount over the 
2-vear period? 

Dr. BRowNELL. $140 million. 

Senator Hitt. It is $140 million. That looks to a total cost of 
$140 million over a 2-year period, is that correct? 

Dr. Browne. That is correct. 

Senator Hity. Now give us, for the sake of the record, how much 
has already been appropriated under the existing law which is Public 
Law 874, as amended; how much you estimate you need for the 
present current fiscal year in addition to the amount already appro- 
priated; and how much you need for the next fiscal year, 1958? 
What I am trying to do is to get a ng of the cost of both Public 
Law 815, as amended, and Public Law 874, as amended, for the 
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present fiscal year and for the next fiscal year since the legislation 
which carries these authorizations is for the 2-year period. 

Dr. BRownELL. The request for Public Law 815, which we are now 
discussing, for the fiscal year 1957 is $108,500,000. 

Senator Hitu. The $108,500,000 is for fisc ‘al year 1957 with an addi- 
tional amount for 1958 which will make the appropriation for both 
1957 and 1958 a total of $140 million, is that right? 

Dr. Brownetu. That is right. There would be $31,500,000, if my 
arithmetic is correct. Now, on Public Law 874, we indicated that a 
budget was not provided. 

Senator Hitx. That is right, but I want to get the estimate into this 
record so that we will know what this thing is going to cost. 

Dr. BRowNELL. Our estimate for 1957 for Public Law 874 would be 
$34,050,000. 

Senator Hii. $34,050,000? 

Dr. Browne tv. Yes. That is in addition to what has already been 
provided. 

Senator Hitut. What we carried in the regular bill for the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare was $79 million, was it not? 

Dr. BRowneELL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu. Then that would give us roughly a total of about 
$113,050,000 for the fiscal year 1957. 

Dr. BrRownELL. That is right. 

Senator Hitu. That is the cost of Public Law 874 as amended. 
Can you give us the estimates of the cost of Public Law 874 as amended 
for the next fiscal year, 1958? 

Dr. BRowNELL. Our best estimate at this time is $119,050,000. 
That is $6 million more than estimated for 1957. 


INCREASE IN 1958 ESTIMATE 


Senator H1itu. Would you briefly state what factor caused the esti- 
mate for 1958 to be $6 million over 1957’ 

Dr. Browne. The increased Se of children and probably 
increased per pupil cost based on our estimates. 

Senator Hitt. That is based on your estimates? 

Dr. Browne... Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiiu. Proceed, Doctor. I wanted to get all of that clear 
for the record. 

Dr. BRowNELL. I am very glad to answer the questions. 


COOPERATION OF HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


In administering Public Law 815, the Commissioner of Education is 
authorized to make agreements with other Federal agencies for 
provision of technical services when to do so would avoid the estab- 
lishment of duplicate facilities in the Office of Education. Accord- 
ingly, arrangements have been made with the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency for engineering and legal services required on fed- 
erally financed school-construction projects. That Agency has 
estimated its additional requirements for fiscal year 1957 to service 
the new program to be $500,000. This amount is included in the 
total request and the Deputy Commissioner for C ommunity Facilities 
: here to testify in support of this estimate, if you wish to have him 

0 so. 
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Senator Hiiu. In other words, the $500,000 for the Housing 


and Home Finance Agency is included in the figure of $108,500 000, 
is that right? 


Dr. Browne.u. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hiiu. Now, before we turn to Mr. Seward of the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, would any member like to ask Dr. 
Brownell any questions about any of these other items? 


Senator Tuyr. He explained everything to my satisfaction, Mr. 
Chairman. 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 
Community Faciuitres ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF PERE SEWARD, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 


PROVISION OF TECHNICAL SERVICES 


Senator Hitut. Mr. Seward, do you have a brief statement? 

Mr. Sewarp. The Housing and Home Finance Agency, acting 
through the Community Facilities Administration, provides technical 
services in the design and construction of schools under Public Law 
815, as amended. If titles III and IV are extended for a 2-year 
period as proposed in H. R. 11695, which has already passed the House, 
a substantial additional processing and inspection workload for which 
no provision has been made in the budget will have to be handled in 
fiscal 1957. 

The summary table and chart attached to this statement show the 
status of the program under existing law and the effect on total work- 
load of the additional 770 school projects which the Office of Education 
will assign to the Agency under the proposed legislation. In terms of 
projects active during the year, there would be an increase of more 
than 50 percent—from some 950 active projects under the current 
program to a total of almost 1,500 if the new program is enacted. 
The number of projects under construction during the year would 
increase by one-third. 

The supplemental estimate for technical services requirements is 
$500,000. This amount is necessary to provide the architectural, 
engineering, legal and financial analyses of project applications sub- 
mitted under the terms of the new legislation and engineering inspec- 
tion of construction operations. 

I will be happy to answer any questions the committee may ask. 

Senator Hiiu. Are there any questions? 

If not, Mr. Seward, we are very, very much obliged. 

(The justification follows:) 
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School construction workload—Comparison of current program and proposed 
legislation (H. R. 11695) 














| 
Fiscal year 1957 | Fiscal year 1958 
1956 | After 
actual | Cur- Pro- Cur- Pro- 1958 
rent posed | Total | rent posed | Total 
pro- legis- pro- legis- } 
gram | lation | gram | lation 
Projects active during year. ......._- 1, 497 945 543 1, 488 304 762 1, 066 | 476 
Projects under construction during | 
WN 2 patan's baal Resalemndbeainnael: sae eee 909 297 | 1,206 302 620 922 476 
Noncumulative: 
Fund reservations. -_-.........._- 322 10 543  t...;: 227 ns 
Housing and Home Finance 
ASOnGy TONOTB. <osscn<cnccsece 503 66 448 | WD Racine 279 279 43 
Construction starts...........__- 535 335 297 632 36 331 367 144 
Project completions..........__- 562 641 8 649 289 301 590 76 
Cumulative: 
Fund reservations. .............- 2,787 | 2,797 543 3,340 | 2,797 770 | 3, 567 3, 567 
Housing and Home Finance | 
Agenéy reports...............- 2, 731 2, 797 448 3,245 | 2,797 727 3, 524 3, 567 
Construction starts_..........__- 2, 426 2, 761 297 3, 058 | 2, 795 628 3, 423 3, 567 
Project completions...........-- 1, 852 2, 493 8 2, 501 2, 782 309 | 3,091 3, 567 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


STATEMENT OF DR. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF 
EDUCATION 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Senator Hitt. Dr. Brownell, you have another estimate of some 
$250,000 for salaries and expenses of the Office of Education. We 
will be glad to have you address yourself to that, sir. 

(The justification follows: ) 


Salaries and expenses, Office of Education 


Request for fiscal year 1957________--- t : ; $250. 000 
Appropriation to date___~-~-- st pein a aarti ales _ $5, 000, 000 
Employment: 
Average number current appropriation _ ate 493 
Number involved, this estimate _ _ __ : , 34 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Public Law 597 (Library Services Act), approved June 19, 1956, providing 
grants to States for rural library services, H. R. 11695 providing for a 2-year 
extension of assistance for school construction in federally affected areas, S. 3958 
providing for grants to States for practical nurse training, and 8S. 3620 providing 
for grants to encourage expansion of teaching and research in the education of 
mentally retarded children, place new and additional responsibilities upon the 
Office of Education which were not contemplated at the time the appropriation 
for fiscal year 1957 was considered. A supplemental amount of $25€,000 is 
required for administrative expenses incident to the increased responsibility. 


EXPLANATION OF LANGUAGE 


The proposed language authorizes an additional amount for “Salaries and 
expenses,”’ Office of Kducation, which is in part contingent upon the passage of 
bills now pending before the Congress. 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries and expenses’, $250,000: Provided, That 
of this amount (a) $85,000 shall be available only upon enactment into law of H. R. 
11695, Eighty-fourth Congress, or similar legislation, (b) $45,000 shall be available 
only upon enactment of H. R. 11549 or S. 3958, Eighty-fourth Congress, and (c) 
$20,000 shall be available only upon enactment into law of H. R. 11253 or S. 3620, 
Eighty-fourth Congress.”” (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Appro- 
priation Act, 1957.) 

Appropriated 1957, $5,000,000. Supplemental estimate 1957, $250,000. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES, OFFICE oF EpucatTion (SUPPLEMENTAL EsTIMATE, 


Fiscan YEAR 1957) 


Program and financing 





PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 


-_ 


. Administration of grants for school assistance in federally 
IR en ceed oe oes ee 
. Educational services: 
(a) Educational services planning._-................__.- 
(5) Development of vocational education.............-- 
(c) Services to State and local school systems -_.__-_--- 
(d) Services to higher educational institutions_-_-__-_-_--- 
(e) International educational programs-_-__------.._- 
(f) Publications services __- 


te 


oo 


. Research services: 
I rR le eis 
(6) Research and statistical services 
Saiey eM nn SS S 
4. Program development and management services 


Sn ee 
Financing: 
Appropriation 


In budget 


$907, 220 


25, 000 
550, 000 
883, 700 
283, 600 
136, 490 
220, 890 

57, 500 

68, 430 
513, 515 

1, 020, 190 
333, 465 
5, 000, 000 


5, 000, 000 


Obligations by objects 


5, 250, 000 | 


Increase 

Revised (+) or de- 

estimate crease (—), 

difference 
$992, 220 +$85, 000 
nN SS oh se 
595. 000 +45, 000 
983, 700 +100, 000 
303, 600 +20, 000 
TG iil sintta a rele 
NR sins css careteessece 
7, eee 
Rois aitbintoe 
I Nisin si cioecaminde 
DR TED Goce seme henson 
PI Reo on nnewes 
+250, 000 


5, 250, 000 | +250, 000 





Object classification 


Total number of permanent positions_-........-........-...-- 
Full-time equivalent of all other positions 
Average number of all employees... .........-..--.----.--.--.- 
Number of employees at end of year 


01 Personal services: 
rer enanNNG, SIRI 2h es ea atencab awed 
Positions other than permanent-.........--....----..- 

Total personal services 

I cos chy hae ceo bicentennial lath esi ni 

Transportation of things 

CODERERININNTIIID NORWOOD. 6c nena scticncc en entccenynens 

Printing and reproduction 

INE BOP TNE non ieee ann nmmencndevix 

Services performed by other agencies 

Cooperative research agreements 

Supplies and materials 

I acettotiiaarcrecrsecnahnbtabticsovmeeiitateonang iaainicns weed 

Taxes and assessments 


Total obligations 


38288 





238 


Average salaries and grades: 
General schedule grades: 
Average salary 
Average grade 





In budget 


529 
1 


493 
529 


$3, 198, 170 


9, 200 


3, 207. 370 


245, 440 





Increase 
Revised (+) or de- 
estimate creas (—), 
difference 
563 +34 
2 +1 
523 +30 
563 +34 
$3, 387, 740 +189, 570 
14, 500 +5, 300 
3, 402, 240 +194. 870 
275. 710 +30, 270 
TER Bosbecasmostions 
66. 640 +3, 700 
252, 675 +6, 400 
29, 371 +585 
83, 534 +1, 605 
oe fC eee ee 
29, 230 +2, 510 
76. 510 +9, 700 
5, 915 +360 
5, 250, 000 +250, 000 
6, 514 6, 569 
GS-8.6 GS-8.3 
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Detail of personal services 





1957 supplemental 
estimate 


1955 actual | 1956 estimate | 








Num- Total 
| ber salary 
| | 
Departmental: | 
General schedule grades: | 
GS-15. Range $11,610 to $12,690: | 
Director, library services...............--.- ee eat 4 11, 610 
GS-14. Range $10,320 to $11,395: | 
Director, practical nurse training_--_--- r k 1 10, 320 
Assistant director, library services-_- 1 10, 320 
Program chief, mentally retarded program.- 1 10, 320 
GS-13. Range $8,990 to $10,065: 
Library extension specialist. - -- 3 26, 970 
Program specialist, practical nurse training 5. 2 17, 980 
Specialist, school assistance in federally 
affected areas___- neta 1 9, 635 
GS-11. Range $6,390 to $7,465: 
Research assistant _-. 1 6, 390 
Project analyst___ 2 14, 070 
GS-9. Range $5,440 to $6,250: 
Statistical analyst. Be a 1 5, 440 
GS-7. Range $4,525 to $5,335. _- 3 13, 57 
GS-6. Range $4,080 to $4,890- -._- Z ‘ 2 8, 160 
GS-5. Range $3,670 to $4,480-..-_--- 2 7, 340 
GS-4. Range $3,415 to $3,925__.....--.--- 4 24, 245 
Total permanent, departmental--_-_---.------ Re ea gale cmd 28 176, 375 
CONG SE na i onnonnenceedss eeeaeinteeecee 3 : 4.9 31, 435 
Net permanent, departmental (average num- 
| eee ata See Se - ieee 23. 1 144, 940 
Positions other than permanent: 
Intermittent employment -_--------- iebaenous ‘ aoe 6 5, 300 
All personal services, departmental -- - ~_---- 23.7 150, 240 
Field: 
General schedule grades: 
GS-12. Range $7,570 to $8,645: 
Associate field representative___.....-.-.----- iia rath aceienbsiaie 5 41,075 
GS-3. Range $3,175 to $3,685. ...---.----------- ‘ 7 5 aaa l 3, 685 
"TORR DOTMAMONS, TONG .. 6. nnn sccnccneucnss~ a a A 6 44, 760 
Site sispnedbakakdannadbaccwsen ane gat caea 130 
All personal services, field.............-.-.----- ‘ : as es 6 44, 630 
Oe Sed oko nt naed naerenecabckndndlcahgucanaeenadoissicne mies 29.7 194, 870 
Supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1957._..-..-..---.-----.----- $250, 000 


JUSTIFICATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


The Library Services Act (Public Law 597), approved June 19, 1956, authorizes 
grants to the States for further extension of public library services to rural areas. 
Pending legislation provides for the extension of the school construction program 
(H. R. 11695), for an amendment to the Vocational Education Act of 1946, as 
amended (H. R. 11549 and S. 3958), and for grants to institutions and to State 
educational agencies to encourage expansion of teazhing and research in the 
education of the mentally retarded (H. R. 11253, S. 3620). The estimate for 
1957 did not contemplate the additional responsibilities caused by the enactment 
of this legislation. An additional amount of $250,000 is requested to provide for 
administering the provisions of the new legislation. 


1. Administration of grants for school assistance in federally affected areas 

The 1957 estimate for ‘Salaries and expenses, Office of Education’’ included 
an amount of $907,220 for the administration of grants for school assistance in 
federally affected areas, authorized by Public Laws 815 and 874 as amended. 
This estimate represented a reduction of $86,080 below the amount available in 
1956, and was based on the assumption that the school construction program 
would be in process of liquidation during the fiscal year 1957, and that no new 
construction applications would be received or processed. 
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H. R. 11695 proposes to extend titles III and IV, Public Law 815 for an addi- 
tional 2-year period through fiscal year 1958. Extension of the school construc- 
tion program, not previously contemplated, will not permit the reduction in staff 
and other expenses. It is necessary to request a supplemental estimate for fiscal 
year 1957 to provide an additional amount of $85,000. 

Under the first two extensions of title III, over 600 school districts have made 
application for funds during each 2-vear period and have submitted an average 
of 1,000 proposed school construction projects. Approximately 550 school con- 
struction projects were authorized during each of the 2-year periods. It is 
estimated that the application workload for the next 2-year extension of title 
III will involve about the same workload as in the prior 2-year periods. 

Approximately 130 school districts made application for assistance under the 
first authorization in title IV of Public Law 815. Reports from 13 States which 
would have applicant school districts under an extended title IV indicate that 
140 applications can be expected. 

The increased workload resulting from the extension of the program of school 
construction will necessitate the retention of 10 positions which were to have been 
eliminated if the school construction program had not been extended. Travel and 
other expenses are required in order to avoid serious delay in processing of applica- 
tions and to enable the Office to fulfill the intent of the law in expediting the con- 
struction of urgently needed school facilities. 


EXPLANATION OF REQUIREMENTS 


Personal services —Ten positions currently filled must be continued in order to 
provide sufficient staff to handle the additional workload involved by the exten- 
sicn of the school construction program. These positions have been filled for some 
time and salary rates are beyond the minimum of the grades involved. Of the 10 
positions to be retained, 5 are field representatives, CS—12, and one clerk-typist 
(field), GS-3; and in the departmental service a specialist for school planning, 
CS-13, two project analysts, GS-11, and one secretary GS-4. An amount of 
$71,820 is budgeted for the retention of this staff. 

Travel expenses.—An amount of $10,500 is requested to provide travel expenses 
for the five field representatives at $2,100 per representative. It is important that 
sufficient travel funds be made available to enable the representatives to make 
necessary reviews in connection with applications received under the extended 
program of school construction. 

Comm nication services.—The additional cost for communication services is 
estimated at $900—$600 for 5 field representatives at $120 each per year for toll 
services and telegrams, and $300 for communication services for 4 departmental 
employees at $75 each. 

Printing and duplicating.—An amount of $1,100 will be required for the dupli- 
cation of application forms, instructions, regulations, bulletins and worksheets. 

Other expenses.—An amount of $680 is budgeted for other items of expense, 
based on past experience. 


2. Development of vocational education 


Pending legislation (H. R. 11549 and 8, 3958), places additional responsibilities 
on the Division of Vocational Education in the Office of Education for a com- 
paratively new field of vocational education. The Division currently has no 
personnel representing the nursing profession. It will therefore be necessary 
to recruit prof*ssional nurse educators to staff a new unit in the Division of 
Veeational Education. This personnel is required to develop policies for the 
program, plan and organize materials for the guidance of States, and assist the 
States to administer this unioue vocational education program. To perform this 
function, an amount of $45,000 is requested. 

Personal services.—Six positions are requested. These include one branch 
director at grade GS-14, and two program specialists at grade GS-13, whose func- 
tion will be to carry on the statutory responsibilities of this Office by working with 
State boards for vocational education and other interested groups in the develop- 
ment of practical nurse training. The other positions budgeted are clerical and 
stenographic. An amount of $1,500 is requested for the salary of consultants 
who will be called upon in order to carry out the provision of the bill which 
authorizes the Commissioner to appoint committees for advisory purposes, and 
$1,000 is requested for consultants and temporary employees to assist in the de- 
velopment of policies and procedures in order to provide for the initiation of this 
program at the earliest possible time. The Commissioner will draw upon the 
knowledge and experience of persons experienced in the field of nursing, hospital 
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administration, and medicine—as well as vocational training—in the development 
of this program. 

Travel.—$7,000 is requested, of which $5,000 is required to provide for travel 
to the States by the professional members of the staff who will be required to assist 
in planning and organizing programs at that level. This will provide 60 days 
travel for the Director, and 70 days each for the specialists at $25 per day. Thi 
amount budgeted provid2s $1,500 for conference travel for members of the advisory 
committees, and $500 for travel of consultants. 

Printing and reproduction.—$2,050 is requested for the cost of reproducing 
administrative issuanc2s that will be required in the planning and operation of 
this program in the several States, also the cost of publications which must be 
prepared to aid in the development of this new program, 

Communication. services.—In a b2ginning program of this kind, extensive com- 
munication will be required as the States attempt to get their programs into 
operation as promptly as possible following the beginning of the new fiseal year 
An amount of $1,000 is budgeted for this purpose. 

Other contractual services —$550 is requested based on Office expenditure 
experience. 

Supplies and materials.—$600 is requested based on Office expenditure experi- 
ence. 

Equipment.—$1,800 is requested to supply equipment for new employees 
budgeted. 

Taxes and assessments.—$100 is requested to comply with FICA requirements. 
3. Services to State and local school systems 

Public Law 597, 84th Congress approved June 19, 1956 (Library Services Act 
authorizes appropriations for grants to the States for the further extension of 
public-library services to rural areas without such services, or with inadequate 
services, and provides that the Commissioner of Education shall administer 
the act. 

The Commissioner is authorized to make studies, investigations, and reports as 
may be necessary to carry out the purposes of the act, including periodic reports 
for publie distribution as to the values, methods, and results of the library activi- 
ties carried on by the variovs States under the act. This function requires close 
cooperation with the State library extension agencies and a thorough understand- 
ing of the problems and situations existing in each State. By these studies, the 
experiences of one State will be made available to all other States in the interest. of 
improved library services. 

Tre organization of a staff to administer this program will be structured to 
cover: 

1. Development of regulations for administering the provisions of the act. 

2. Activities involved in examining and recommending approval of the plans 
submitted by the States. This requires professional consultative services, collec- 
tion and interpretation of the statistics on the libraries covered by the plan, and 
an analysis of the library program. It will necessitate conferences of library 
extension officials. 

3. Certification of the amounts to be paid from time to time by the Secretary 
of Treasury to the States, as determined by the Commissioner on the basis of the 
formula and other factors. 

4. Conduct of studies and investigations and preparation of reports on the 
values, methods, and results of library services undertaken under the act. This 
function will require the cooperative formulation of research and service studies 
to measure the values and report the results. The reports involve professional 
competencies, statistical analysis, and an understanding of library methods and 
problems. 

5. Receipt and publication of reports from the various States on the progress 
of the library activities provided for under the act. 

Public Law 597 was enacted after appropriations for the fiscal year 1957 had 
been considered. An amount of $100,000 is requested to administer this program, 

* 
EXPLANATION OF REQUIREMENTS 


Personal services.—In order to provide for administration of the act, an amount 
of $73,670 is requested for the following staff: 
1 GS-15 Director to be responsible for planning and directing the program. 
1 GS-14 Assistant Director for coordination of the examination and approval 
of plans, reports on progress, and service studies. 
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3 GS-13 library extension specialists for examination and recommendations 
for approval of plans submitted by the States; rendering consultative 
services to the State library extension agencies on their plans and problems; 
and planning and conducting studies on the values, methods, and results 
of the various library activities carried out by the States under the pro- 
vision of the act. Each specialist will be responsible for 16 States. he 
four Territories will be distributed among the specialists. 

1 GS-11 research assistant to assist the specialists in assembling the necessary 
data required for examining and approving the State plans and for making 
studies of the values, methods, and results of the library experiments and 
demonstrations carried on under the act. 

1 GS-9 statistical analyst and 1 GS-7 statistical clerk to collect, organ- 
ize, and tabulate the various statistical items needed in examining and 
approving the plans submitted by the States, and also such statistics as are 
needed for measuring the results of the library experiments and demon- 
strations. 

Supporting fiscal and clerical staff includes 1 GS-7, 1 GS-6, 1 GS-5, and 4 
GS-4’s. 

An amount of $2,000 is requested for the services of consultants and temporary 
employees. The need for these consultants will be in the initial stages of the 
program for development of regulations, State plan materials, and other materials 
required under the act. 

Travel expenses.—An amount of $10,770 is requested for travel expenses which 
includes $9,395 for field service travel involving service on requests from the 
States, participation in conferences, attendance at meetings, and to collect data 
in connection with studies. This ineludes trips to the Territories for cons:ltation. 
This amount provides an average of 63 days of travel for 6 professional staff 
members, at an average of $25 per day. An amount of $1,375 is required for 
travel expenses of consultants. 

Printing and reproduction.—An amount of $2,500 is requested to provide for 
the issuance of announcements, forms, and the necessary instructions and regu- 
lations, publication of report forms and a progress report on the results of the 
activities carried on in the various States under the act. 

Equipment.—In order to provide equipment, office machines, and calculators, 
an amount of $7,000 is included in the estimate. 


Other expenses.—An amount of $4,060 is requested for other expenses based on 
past experience. 





4. Services to higher educational institutions 


Pending legislation (H. R. 11253, S. 3620), authorizes grants to institutions of 
higher learning and to State educational agencies to encourage expansion of 
teaching and research in the education of mentally retarded children, and provides 
for administration by the Office of Education. 

A supplemental estimate has been s»bmitted to provide grants to institutions 
of higher learning during 1957, and additional funds are requested in the amount 
of $20,000 to provide a small staff and necessary expenses to initiate the program. 

Personal services.—An amount of $15,480 is requested to provide a staff of 3 
persons, including $800 for consultants. One GS—14, chief of section, is required 
to organize and supervise the administration of the program. He should be pro- 
fessionally qualified and have experience in the administration of fellowship pro- 
grams, and preferably should have experience in the field of psychology. It will 
be the duty of the section chief to prepare interim and permanent regulations and 
to plan for full implementation of the program in the fiscal year 1958. It will 
further be the duty of the section chief to maintain liaison with the different 
divisions and branches of the Office concerned with the problem of the mentally 
retarded, with other bureaus such as the Public Health Service, and other Govern- 
ment agencies. In addition, he will maintain relationships with the universities 
and colleges approved for participation in the program. 

Supporting clerical staff includes 1 GS-7, administrative assistant, and 1 
becretary, GS-5. 

The consultants, who will serve for a limited period of time, will be drawn from 
higher institutions and will be chosen on the basis of their experience in developing 
graduate programs and in selecting and supervising graduate students in the field 
of the mentally retarded. 

Travel exrpenses.—An amount of $2,000 is requested for travel expenses. 

Provision is made to secure the services of a representative advisory committee 
also drawn from the colleges and universities to consult with the Office in organizing 
and administering the proposed fellowship program in drawing up the interim and 
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permanent regulations and in preparing for implementation of all authorized 
phases of the program. It is anticipated that 1 meeting of the advisory com- 
mittee will be held, at a cost of $1,000. 

An amount of $500 is included for travel of consultants, and $500 for the chief 
of the section who will need to visit various institutions in connection with the 
development of the program. At $25 per day, funds requested would provide 20 
davs of travel for consultants, and 20 days of travel for the chief. 

Printing and reproduction—An amount of $750 is budgeted for printing and 
duplication of instructions, regulations, and other materials. 

Other expenses.—An amount of $1,770 is budgeted for other expenses, based on 
average costs of these items. 


REQUIREMENTS OF NEW PROGRAM 


Dr. BRownELL. We are requesting $250,000 to administer the new 
programs which I have just described to this committee. The regular 
estimate for fiscal 1957 did not include staff and other expenses which 
these new statutory responsibilities will require. With your per- 
mission I will present briefly the requirements for each of the new 
programs. 

1. Administration of grants for school assistance in federally 
affected areas: The estimate for fiscal 1957 included an amount of 
$907,220 for the administration of grants for school assistance in 
federally affected areas, in accordance with Public Laws 815 and 874, 
as amended. This was $86,080 below the amount available in fiscal 
1956 based on the assumption that the school-construction program 
would be liquidated during fiscal 1957 and staff reductions would be 
possible. 

H. R. 11695 extends titles III and IV, Public Law 815, for an addi- 
tional 2-year period. Therefore, the proposed extension of the school 
construction bill will not permit the reduction of staff and other ex- 
penses anticipated in the 1957 budget. 

A supplemental appropriation of $85,000 is requested which pro- 
vides for the continuance of 10 positions, necessary travel and other 
expenses which were previously scheduled for elimination. 

Senator Hitu. If any member of the committee has any question 
as we conclude each of these items, we would be happy to have you 
ask the questions. 

Senator Taryn. Mr. Chairman, most of this is because you have new 
responsibilitiés because of legislative enactments and therefore it is 
just commonsense that you must have the moneys to administer it. 

Senator Roperrson. I understand that you have a budget estimate 
for all of these and the Bureau of the Budget has carefully considered 
the needs involved. 

Dr. Browne... That is right, and I could sum this up by saying 
that all we are asking is just the money to administer the new 
programs. 

Senator Hitt. You are asking the money to administer the new 
programs and asking only for funds that are embodied in budget 
estimates? 

Dr. Brownetu. That is correct. 


_ Senator Ture. I suggest that the balance of the statement be placed 
in the record. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 





Senator Hiti. Except there is one item on which I wish to ask 
questions. We will put in the -whole statement. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


OPENING STATEMENT FY COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL 
ESTIMATE FOR SALARIES AND EXPENSES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

We are requesting $250,000 to administer the new programs which I have just 

deseribed to this committee. The regular estimate for fiscal 1957 did not include 

staff and other expenses which these new statutory responsibilities will require. 


With your permission I will present briefiv the requirements for each of the new 
programs. 


1. Administration of grants for school assistance in federally affected areas 

The estimate for fiscal 1957 included an amount of $907,220 for the administra- 
tion of grants for school assistance in federally affected areas, in accordance with 
Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended. This was $86,080 below the amount 
available in fiscal 1956 based on the assumption that the school construction pro- 
gram would be liquidated during fiscal 1957 and staff reductions world be possible. 

H. R. 11695 extends titles II] and IV, Public Law 815, for an additional 2-year 
period. Therefore, the proposed extension of the school construction bill will not 
permit the reduction of staff and other expenses anticipated in the 1957 budget. 

A supplemental appropriation of $85,000 is requested which provides for the 
continuance of 10 positions, necessary travel and other expenses which were 
previously scheduled for elimination. 


2. Development of vocational education 


Legislation under immediate consideration by Congress (8S. 3958, title IIT, see. 
301) places responsibility for practieal nurse training within the Office of Eduea- 
tion. This is a comparatively new field of vocational education. The Office 
does not have personnel with training required for administering this new pro- 
gram; $45,000 is requested to provide for 3 new professional positions and 3 
supporting stenographie and clerical positions. This amount will also provide 
necessary travel and other expenses. 

3. Services to State and local school systems 


Public Law 597, 84th Congress (Library Services Act), authorizes appropria- 
tions for grants to the States for the further extension of public library services 
to rural areas, and provides under section 8 that the Commissioner of Education 
shall administer the act; $100,000 is requested for the administ~ation of the law. 
It will be necessary to employ qualified people to develop the program, including 
regulations; review State plans; and conduct studies on the methods and results 
of the various library activities as required by the law. Six professional staff 
members with supporting clerical and fiscal staff are requested. The estimate 
includes funds for travel and other expenses incident to the administration of this 
new program. 

4. Services to higher educational institutions 


Pending legislation (S. 3620) authorizes the Commissioner of Education to 
make grants to institutions of higher education and to State educational agencies 
to encourage expansion of teaching and research in the education of mentally 
retarded children; $20,000 is requested to provide a small staff of three persons, 
and supporting expenses. The Office has not administered traineeship and fellow- 
ship programs and considerable work will be necessary in the initial period to 
assure a wise expenditure of the grant funds. 

The budget estimate before you provides more detail concerning our require- 
ments and I will be glad to answer any questions you may have. 


jira = pollen A haw 


SERVICES TO STATE AND LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEMS UNDER LIBRARY SERVICES ACT 


nc wit <adsiooner. «i ci ts tt A RE i 0 aa 


Senator Hiiu. I have some communications here and some ques- 
tions about the item in connection with the services to the States 
and local school systems, on page 2, under the Library Services Act. 

I notice that your budget estimate in that instance is $100,000. 


Boers 
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Dr. BRowneE LL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu. That is the amount requested for the administration 
of the act? 

Dr. BRowNELL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hii. [ think the testimony before the legislative com- 
mittee was that perhaps it would take about $140,000 to adequately 
and properly administer the act, and that has been suggested by 
others. How much did your Office request of the Budget ‘Bureau? 

Dr. Browne. $140,000. 


EFFECT OF BUDGET BUREAL ACTION 


Senator Hitu. You asked for the $140,000 and the Budget Bureau 
cut you down by $40,000? 

Dr. Browne. That is correct. 

Senator Hitt. What would be the effect of this reduction? 

Dr. BrownELL. We would reduce our personnel to administer the 
act by 3 positions, the GS-11, GS-7, and GS~4, which would reduce 
it by $10,750. We would reduce our consultant service by $6,100. 

We had planned on regional conferences, four regional conferences 
to meet with the librarians to develop their plans and the services 
that would be needed, and we would reduce the cost by $13,000 by 
eliminating those conferences. 

We would reduce in other fields our consultant travel which would 
be reduced $2,125; our field travel by $605; and the other items of 
communication services, printing and reproduction, and other con- 
tractual services to make up the balance of the $40,000. 


REASON FOR BUDGET BUREAU REDUCTION 


Senator Hitu. Did the budget give you any reason for this reduc- 
tion? 

Dr. Browne... I think it was their feeling that there was a question 
of being able to staff and carry on this program and get things under- 
way and that that was probably the reason why there could be a 
reduction. 

REGTONAL CONFERENCES 


Senator Hitu. This will eliminate your regional conferences? 

Dr. BRowneELL. Yes. 

Senator Hitt. What was the main purpose or reason for these 
conferences? 

Dr. BrowNne.u. There were two major reasons for those regional 
conferences. We felt that, in the initiation of a new program of this 
sort, it was desirable to bring together the heads of the library services 
in the States, by regions, with the consultants from the Office of 
Education to exchange plans in order to get the best ideas for utiliza- 
tion of the funds during the 5-year life of the program, and that that 
would be an important service. 

The second thing was that, under the law, we are required to pro- 
vide consultant services to stimulate the best development of rural 
library services, and we felt that we ought to do the planning with 
these people for the kind of records that they would keep and the 
evaluation of their programs to see how successful they were right 
from the beginning. 
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We felt that these regional conferences would be a very considerable 
help in that direction. 


Senator Hritt. You thought they would be a very considerable 
help? 

Dr. BrowneE.u. Yes. 

Senator Hitt. Do you not really think, Doctor, to insure the 
successful launching of that program, that you ought to have these 
conferences? 

Dr. Browne tt. I think they would be very useful. 

Senator Hruu. Very useful. You certainly do not want to start 
your program under inauspicious circumstances. 

Dr. BrowneE.u. I am very anxious that it be done on a quality 
basis. 

Senator Hitu. You want it on a quality basis. If you are going 
to do it on a quality basis, then you ought to hold these conferences; 
do you not think so? 

Dr. BRownE LL. I would like to see the conferences, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McKonr. If we held them, Mr. Chairman, we would have to 
cut our personnel services to a point where I don’t believe we could 
carry out the responsibilities under the act. 

Senator Hitt. You say you would have to cut your personnel serv- 
ices to where you do not think you could meet the responsibilities of the 
act? 

Mr. McKonr. With the amount provided in this $100,000 figure. 

Dr. Browng.u. I simply want to say, Mr. Chairman, that we are 
in the kind of a situation that all of us are in in our personal budgets. 
I think that if you only have a certain amount of money you decide 
what is the most efficient way to spend it, and in this case we do not 
have enough money to provide the regional conferences and also to 
have the staff that is needed to carry the program on through and we 


feel that, in our judgment, it is better to cut off the conferences than to 
cut the staff. 

Senator Smita. Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Brownell, that was your decision that the conferences should 
not be held? 


Dr. BRowNELL. Yes, on the basis of the $100,000 that we had 
available. 


BUDGET BUREAU HEARING 


Senator Situ. Did the Budget consult with you before it cut 
your estimate? 

Dr. Brownetu. We had a hearing before the Budget Bureau in 
indicating how much we thought would be needed in order to carry 
out the program the way we thought that it should be carried out, 
and we indicated that the conferences and the personnel would bring 
us to a total of $140,000. 

Senator Smit. Did the Budget understand how important you 
thought these conferences were? 

Dr. Browne vt. I tried to be as persuasive as I could in that respect, 
but apparently I was not completely persuasive. 

Senator Smitu. I gathered that you were persuasive when Senator 
Hill asked the question, and I wondered whether you made the same 
presentation to the Budget and then they turned you down. 


Dr. Brownetu. I did not have that kind of a question raised, 
Senator Smith. 
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Senator Hruu. In addition to the cut in conferences, you have a cut 
in personnel for the inauguration of this program. You look upon 
that cut in personnel as being rather serious, do you not? 

Dr. BRowNELL. Yes, sir. I will say that, as far as we are con- 
cerned, we feel that with $100,000 we can launch a program in a 
satisfactory manner. We would feel we could do a better job, of 
course, with more money, and that would be the way in which we 
would spend it. 

Senator Hiiui. You speak about satisfactory. Do you not feel 
that you would launch it in the most effective way? 

Dr. Browne Lu. Not as effective as we would like to. 

Senator Hruu. Do you not really think that, when you are going 
to launch a new program, you ought to launch it in the most effective 
way? 

Dr. Browne... I agree with you. 

Senator Hinu. Are there any other questions? 

Doctor, are there any other items? 

Dr. BRowNnE.LL. Unless you have questions, I think I will just leave 
the statement on file if that is all right with you, Senator. 

Senator Hiuz. All right. 


TRIBUTE TO WITNESS 


Doctor, you are leaving the Government to go to a most important 
position as superintendent of the Detroit City Schools. You have 
always been very fine and most helpful to this committee. We want 
you to know that we appreciate it very much, and certainly you carry 
with you the very best wishes of this committee for your happiness 
and your success in your new work. 

Dr. Browne tu. I thank you very much, Senator, for those very 
nice comments. 

Senator Torr. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hii. Senator Thye. 

Senator Ture. I met Dr. Brownell in the corridor of the Capitol 
this morning and expressed almost verbatim your remarks that we 
were sorry to see him leave the Government; that, however, he had 
rendered excellent service and had made a contribution to the Educa- 
tion Department while in that Division. 

Dr. Brownetu. Thank you. As I indicated my appreciation to 
this committee before, I feel a little bit today as if I were Schumann- 
Heink on a return final engagement; but I do want to say that, if 
there is any time in which I can serve this committee in any way, 
I hope you will call upon me. I am still in education and still in 
Government, even though it is not the Federal Government service. 

Senator Hitt. Thank you. We appreciate that very much. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


I have here a communication from Senator Murray, Senator 
Mansfield, and Congressman Metcalf, of Montana, urging this appro- 
priation for the public library services. 
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(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
July 20, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Lister: We urge the Senate Appropriations Committee to appropriate 
the full amount authorized, $7% million, to carry out the purposes of Public Law 
597, the Library Services Act, during this fiscal year. In addition, we ask that an 
amount be appropriated for the Office of Education sufficient to administer this 
program. According to our information, $140,000 is an absolute minimum for the 
latter. 

In support of our request, we point out that almost 137,000 Montanans have 
no library service at all, and that thousands have only minimal service. 

The drive that culminated in the passage of the act has built up tremendous 
enthusiasm among the librarians of our State. They are ready to go on this 
needed program. As Catherine 8. Chadwick, Federal coordinator for the Mon- 
tana State Library Extension Commission, has just written us: ‘“‘we are going to 
suffer a terrific anticlimax if things don’t happen pretty soon. There will be a 
great deal of difference * * * if the supplementary budget will not be available 
for another year.” 

As you know, each State would receive a basic allotment of $40,000. After 
these basic allotments have been taken out, the remainder would be divided among 
the States according to the ratio of the rural population of that State to the 
United States total. So any cut in the $7% million authorized would be felt in 
every State. 

We are delighted that the Bureau of the Budget has requested the full $7% 
million authorized. 

Sincerely yours, 





JAMES E. Murray, 
United States Senator. 
MikEe MANSFIELD, 
United States Senator. 
LEE METCALF, 
Member of Congress. 


AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD W. TUCKER, DIRECTOR, QUEENS BOR- 
OUGH PUBLIC LIBRARY, JAMAICA, N. Y., REPRESENTATIVE 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hiiu. I have a statement from Harold W. Tucker, director 
of the Queens Borough Public Library, Jamaica, N. Y. 

You urge the full $7,500,000 as recommended by the budget and 
you also ask the $140,000 for administrative expenses rather than the 
$100,000; is that correct? 

Mr. Tucker. We feel in the American Library Association that . 
that $40,000 additional is most essential to launching this program in | a 
an effective manner during this first year. There are many things 
to be ironed out and only by the regional conferences and by sufficient 
staff in the Division can we expect to achieve those results. 

Senator Hriu. In other words, you feel that to launch this program 
successfully and certainly to launch it in a good businesslike economical 
manner it is essential that the $140,000 be made available? 

Mr. Tucker. We do, indeed. I think a review of the duties of the 
Library Services Section in connection with this bill would easily 
point to the staff that is required for studies, for evaluation, and for 
—— in one State program available to another to improve j 
them all. 
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Senator Hixiu. In other words, then, would you agree with Dr. 
Brownell that the reduction in staff would be serious in its effects on 
this program? 

Mr. Tucker. Emphatically so. 

Senator Hi. Is there anything else you wou!d like to add? 

Mr. Tucker. I believe not. 

I have filed a statement. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hii. We will put your statement in full in the record at 
this point. 

Mr. Tucker. Very good, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY Harotp W. Tucker, Director, QUEENS BorovGH PUBLIC 
LIBRARY, JAMAICA, N. Y 


My name is Harold W. Tucker, and I am director of the Queens Borough Public 
Library, Jamaica, N. Y. I am representing the American Library Association 
at the request of its president, Ralph R. Shaw. The ALA is a professional organ- 
ization of more than 20,000. librarians, trustees, and friends of libraries interested 
in the development, extension, and strengthening of our Nation’s library services. 

Recently the Library Services Act passed both Houses of Congress and was 
signed by the President. Our association was tremendously pleased with this 
action by the Congress since it has worked consistently for 10 vears for its passage. 
Since this legislation was an authorization, it is now necessary for funds to be 
appropriated in order to get this much-needed program underway. 

Testimony before both Houses of Congress showed that approximately 27 
million persons in the United States are presently without access to any local 
library service, 90 percent of whom live in rural areas. It was shown also that 
about 53 million more have service of a very inadequate nature. 

The deficiencies in public library service are not confined to any one State or 
States, but occur in every State. Even New York, Massachusetts, and Cali 
fornia—some of our wealthiest States—have lacks which should be remedied. 

Testimony also showed that the sum of $7,500,000 annually for 5 years would 
remedy in part the situation in stimulating the States to increase their efforts. 
This amount was not questioned in either the Senate and House reports or in the 
floor debates on the bill. 

The American Library Association urges this committee to grant the full amount 
of the authorization, $7,500,000, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957. The 
States have been preparing for this legislation for 10 years. Most of them can 
match in full the Federal funds. The remaining few plan to request additional 
matching funds from their State legislatures in January 1957 which would allow 
them to match in full before the end of the current fiscal year. 

All but two States, Wyoming and Utah, have secured enabling legislation to 
allow them to participate in this program. Efforts are under way in these two 
States to secure an opinion of their attorney general as to the legality of their 
participation. 

The States can spend the Federal funds for books and other library materials, 
bookmobiles, personal services, equipment, and travel in connection with this 
program within the State. 

The American Library Association would also like to urge this committee to 
grant in addition to the $7,500,000 an amount sufficient to provide necessary 
Federal administration for the act. We believe that this amount should include 
such items as: Funds for regional conferences; adequate staff to render consulta- 
tive services and process the applications for Federal funds under the act; suffi- 
cient travel funds to enable the staff to go to the States upon request to assist 
them in formulating their plans and render advice on their library problems; to 
carry on the required research and studies; and sufficient funds for printing and 
distributing the information so that the States may benefit by one another’s 
experiences. 

The above mentioned regional conferences are of the utmost importance to this 
program at its beginning. This being a brand new program and limited to a 5- 
year period only, it seems imperative that it be gotten off to a good start. The 
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series of four regional conferences bringing together the top State library agency 
personnel of the States in each of these regions can do just this. At such con- 
ferences State plans for the use of the funds and the legal points involved can be 
discussed and put into final form from the facts and detailed information which 
the States have been gathering for this purpose. There will be plenty of questions 
to be asked and resolved. These conferences will provide the State library 


agency personnel with an opportunity to ask such questons and have the answers 
to them. 


About the middle of last May, some ALA representatives were invited by the 
Commissioner of Education to confer with him and some members of his staff 
on the tentative plans for the administration of the bill, should it pass, and to dis- 
cuss tentative costs for such Federal administration. At that time the tenta- 
tive estimate was in the neighborhood of $140,000. The ALA representatives 
stated then that it considered the $140,000 an absolute minimum amount for the 
administration of the act but a workable one. We do not know what request 
for funds the Office of Education submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for this 
program, but I should like to state here that the American Library Association 
still feels that the figure around $140,000 is an absolute minimum for the Federal 
administration. Anything less than this amount would jeopardize the program. 

In closing may I request your thoughtful consideration of the requested funds 
for this program. It is sincerely hoped that the full authorization of $7,500,000 
will be granted, plus a sum around $140,000 for the Federal administration. 

I appreciate the time you have granted me to make this request of you. 


Thank you. 

Senator Hitu. I notice that you are accompanied by Miss Julia 
Bennett of the American Library Association, whom we esteem very 
highly. 

We are happy to have you here, Miss Julia. 


Pusiic HEALTH SERVICE 


DENTAL RESEARCH BUILDING 


Senator Roserrson. I am sorry that I cannot stay to hear the 
rest of the testimony. Ihave acopy which I will read. 

I do want to indicate my interest in one item. That is the $200,000 
for construction of a dental research building. I think that we have 
lagged behind in dental research. I know that I have been a victim 
myself of poor dentistry. 

‘It used to be that, in my youth, the dentists thought that, if he 
could kill the nerve, you would have no pain. He left you with a dead 
stump which had to be pulled out. I lost a great many teeth as a 
result of that. 

As I recall, Senator Hill, I attended your hearings when you had 
the authorization. 

Senator Hix. I remember that you did, and you were most helpful. 

I might say that I was intending, when we get to the witnesses 
on that item, to ask the question: ‘‘Why only $200,000?” That is 
only for plans. That would mean that, if we have but $200,000, we 
will be delayed at least another year in the construction of the building 
for the dental research work. 

Senator Ropertrson. Well, you might take a little off the aid to 
water pollution and put it on’ that. “My hometown, a small town, 
built its own treatment plant. A good many others who wanted 
pure water and wanted others below them to get pure water, bonded 
themselves. Some of them think, since we are going into a $500 











SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 473 


million aid program, that we ought to aid some of those who still 
owe the bonds. There is not a great deal of approval on that $500 
million to aid those who ought to have helped themselves. 
I just want to be registered on the dental research and, if you 
want to increase that in some way, I may go along with you. 
Senator Hiri. Thank you. That is encouraging, Senator. 


GRANTS FOR WasTE TREATMENT WorkKS CONSTRUCTION 


STATEMENTS OF MARK D. HOLLIS, CHIEF, DIVISION OF SANITARY 
ENGINEERING SERVICES; ROY L. HARLOW, CHIEF FINANCE 
OFFICER ; AND JAMES F,. KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator Hitt. We have next “Grants for waste treatment works 
construction.”’ 
(The justification follows:) 


Presented herewith is a request for $50 million under the construction grants 
provision of Public Law 660, 84th Congress, the new Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. Section 6 authorizes the Surgeon General to make grants to States, 
municipalities, and interstate and intermunicipal agencies to assist in the con- 
struction of necessary treatment works. The act authorizes the appropriation 
of $50 million per year and provides that grants shall not exceed 25 percent of 
the cost of a project or $250,000, whichever is smaller, with at least 50 percent 
of the funds appropriated going to communities of 125,000 population or less. 

Projects are to be approved by the State water pollution control agency and 
the Surgeon General, and must be a part of a comprehensive water pollution 
control program. Priority of construction projects is to be established by the 
State agency. 

Excepting the period of 1936-39, for no year since 1900 has construction of 
treatment works provided abatement equal to the increase in municipal pollution. 
The facts, in terms of 1954 dollars, are as follows: 

1. For the period 1900-1955 annual expenditures for municipal treatment 
works construction averaged $172 million. 

2. For the years 1936-39, when metropolitan growth was at a virtual 
standstill, expenditures increased to $330 million—about 60 percent PWA- 
WPA funds. 

3. For the war years (1942-46), with industrial production and metro- 
politan growth at a peak, construction was limited to an average of $58 
million for essential war-connected works. 

4. Although the rapid growth trends have continued over the postwar 
years (100 million people now living in metropolitan areas), construction has 
not increased accordingly—for the past 5 years expenditures have averaged 
$230 million. 

Instead of an increase in sewage treatment works construction to meet growing 
needs there are indications that construction may be falling even further behind. 
In 1953 this construction totalled $239 million, in 1954 it totaled $284 million 
but in 1955 it dropped to only $251 million. The construction grants program 
enacted by the Congress is intended to help meet present deficiencies. 

The act requires that in granting financial assistance for the construction 
of waste treatment works the Surgeon General consider public benefits to be 
derived and the propriety of Federal aid in such construction together with 
certain other elements of consideration. It is too early in the administration 
of this act to have arrived at final regulations implementing the legislation. 
The attached criteria have been arrived at as tentative requirements with respect 
to propriety of Federal aid. Examination of the volume of construction in 
recent years projected in the future indicates that these criteria, although restric- 
tive as to the numbers of projects eligible for assistance, would not be so restrictive 
as to reduce program potential below the $50 million authorized in the statute. 
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Drarr CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING PROPRIETY OF FEDERAL AID 


SEC.—. PROPRIETY OF FEDERAL AID 





In considering the propriety of Federal aid, pursuant to section 6 (c) of the 
act, the Surgeon General will ascertain whether the project meets one or more 
of the following criteria: 

(1) Pollution, interstate waters.—Whether the project is required to control 
pollution of interstate waters (and tributaries where such discharges cause or 
contribute to the pollution of interstate waters), and such pollvtion is inimical 
to public water supplies, propagation of fish and aquatie life and wildlife, recrea- 
tional purposes, or agricultural, industrial, or other legitimate stream uses. 

(2) International treaty ob igattons.—Whether the project is required to control 
pollution in meeting international treaty obligations or agreements. 

(3) Federa! impact.—Whether the project involves a municipality substan- 
tially affected by (a) Federal installations contributing not less than 20 percent 
by volume or strength of the total municipal waste loadings; (6b) a Federal water 
use requirement involving national defense; (c) a Federal water resource develop- 
ment; or (d) a substantial influx of population to carry out Federal activities. 

(4) Pubic hea’th necessity —Whether the project involves treatment works 
required to abate a serious public health hazard. 

(5) High degree of treatmert required—Whether the project because of the 
legitimate uses of the water to be affected by its discharges involves a higher 
degree of treatment than that normally required of municipalities discharging 
into such waters: Provided, That for this purpose municipalities shall be deemed 
to be obliged to provide not less than effective primary treatment. 


INCENTIVE GRANTS TO MUNICIPALITIES 


Senator H1iix. Mr. Hollis, you may proceed. 

Mr. Houurs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, sec- 
tion 6 of the new Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 
660) authorizes the Surgeon General to make incentive grants to 
municipalities and other political entities to assist in the construction 
of necessary treatment works. The act authorizes the appropriation 
of $50 million per year (to an aggregate of $500 million) and provides 
that grants shall not exceed 30 percent of the cost of a project, or 
$250,000, whichever is smaller, with at least 50 percent of the funds 
appropriated going to communities of 125,000 population or less. 

The pollution problem has been accumulating over the years. Ex- 
cepting for the period 1936-39, for no year since 1900 has construc- 
tion of municipal waste-treatment works provided abatement equal 
to the increase in sewered population. The essential facts, in terms 
of 1954 dollars, are as follows: 

1. For the period 1900-1955 annual expenditures for municipal treat- 
ment-works construction averaged $172 million. 

2. For the years 1936-39, when metropolitan growth was at a virtual 
standstill, expenditures increased to $330 million—about 60 percent 
PWA-WPA funds. 

3. For the war years (1942-46), with industrial production and 
metropolitan growth at a peak, construction was limited to an average 
of $58 million for essential war-connected works. 

4. Although the rapid growth trends have continued over the post- 
war years (100 million people now living in metropolitan areas), 


expenditures have averaged $230 million. 

The present problem stems largely from the backlog of construction 
needs from the war and postwar expansions. To keep current with 
increases in pollution and to make up the existing backlog will require 


. 
construction has not increased accordingly—for the past 5 years | 
d 








SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 475 


a large increase in the present rate of construction, for example, about 
doubling the present rate (to $450 million for municipal sewage treat- 
ment) over a 10-year period. 


ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS 


There are various safeguards in section 6 of Public Law 660 with 
respect to administration of these grants. For example, the eligibility 
requirements are: 

(1) Projects must be approved by the State water-pollution control 
agency and the Surgeon General. 

(2) Projects must be included in a comprehensive program devel- 
oped pursuant to section 2 of the act. 

(3) Projects must be in conformity with the State water-pollution 
control plan submitted pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the 
~ 

(4) Projects must be certified by the State water-pollution control 
agency as entitled to priority over their eligible projects on the basis 
of financial as well as water-pollution control needs. 

(5) Applicants must be able to assure proper and efficient operation 
and maintenance of the project after completion. 

In addition to these safeguards, the Surgeon General in approving 
projects shall consider: 

(1) the public benefits to be derived by the construction; 

(2) the propriety of Federal aid in such construction; 

(3) the relation of the ultimate cost of constructing and maintain- 
ing the works to the public interest and public necessity; 

(4) adequacy of maintenance and operation provisions. 

The full authorization of $50 million for construction grants is re- 
quested for two principal reasons: (1) this amount will be needed to 
achieve the maximum stimulation of construction under the existing 
act, and (2) any lesser amount may very well act as a deterrent to 
construction rather than a stimulant, since municipalities might defer 
construction until a Federal contribution is made available. It is 
obvious that the $50 million will not cover all potentially eligible proj- 
ects that will be submitted. We believe that by establishing and using 
“criteria of eligiblity’” under the provisions of the act relating to 
“propriety of Federal aid’’ equitable use can be made of the funds 
apportioned among the States. The distribution of appropriated 
funds among the States is specified in the statute (one-half on the 
basis of population and one-half on the basis of the inverse ratio of 
per capita income). 

Mr. Chairman, that covers the general statement. 

I shall be glad to answer such questions as the committee may have. 

Senator Hruu. Let me ask this question. You got the full estimate 
for the construction; is that right? 

Mr. Houuts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. What about the administrative funds? 

Mr. Houus. That, Mr. Chairman, is in another item. 

Senator Hitu. We will address ourselves to that. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hix. I notice that we are honored by the presence of 
Congressman Blatnik, of Minnesota, who is the father of this 
idee. 

Congressman, was there something you would like to tell us about 
this appropriation? 

Representative BLarnrx. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. [ 
am honored to be recognized, but we have the technical and fiscal 
specialists who know the details. 

I have a statement which I would like to put in the record. 

For the moment, unless there are further questions, I strongly urge 
the adoption of the full $50 million requested. There is a serious 
backlog of needed sewage treatment works construction. 

Contrary to some misconceptions, we are not engaging in a large 
scale new public-works construction program under this act. This is 
merely a determined attempt to prevent any further sliding back or 
any further retrogression or falling further behind with this increase 
of pollution in our streams and rivers. 


ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


No. 2, on the request for administrative funds, I call the committee’s 
attention to the fact that Jast year the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare recommended $6 million for the administration of a 
program as spelled out in S. 890, as originally introduced. S. 890 
has been since considerably revised along the lines of H. R. 9540. 
Functions have been added that were not in S. 890, and I do hope 
that we can increase the $4.1 million request now being made by at 
least $1.5 million, making it approximately $6,785,000. 

I urge that for this reason: Dr. Daniel Bergsma, president of the 
Association of State and Territorial Health Officers strongly favored 
$5 million instead of the $2 million recommended by the Senate for 
grants to States. 

The House, both on committee and on the floor, adopted the $5 
million figure. 

In conference we compromised and settled for a $3 million figure. 
We hope that at least $3 million will be appropriated instead of $2 
million. 

I emphasize that most of the State legislatures will be meeting this 
coming January and, if they know now what moneys are available 
they can submit their request for additional enabling legislation and 
additional State appropriations. 

Those programs will be determined during this coming winter for 
the next 2 years. 

If there is delay now, it will not be a delay of 1 year, but we will 
lose 2 years. 

I strongly urge, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
that the $2 million for the grants to the States be increased to $3 
million authorized by the act. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 


Senator Hitt. Thank you, Congressman, very much. 

Mr. Hollis, are you prepared to address yourself now to this item 
of administrative cost at this time? 

Mr. Hoututs. If you wish, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You might advise us of how much you requested of 
the budget. 

Mr. Ho tus. $6,185,000, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You mean for the administration? 

Mr. Houuis. Well, in the administration is included the research 
grants, the research contracts, the research at our Cincinnati center, 
the whole field of training fellowships, training grants, and direct 
training, the State and interstate technical assistance and backup, our 
basic data collection, a new provision, under Public Law 660, and 
also the administration of the construction grant program. 

Senator Hitu. Do you have a breakdown, now, of those items? 

Mr. Houuts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You havea breakdown. What does your breakdown 
show so far as the $3 million item to which the Congressman addressed 
himself is concerned? How much did you request there? 

Mr. Houuis. We requested $3 million. 

Senator Hiitu. You requested $3 million. I see. In other words, 
Congressman Blatnik’s request, then, is what you also requested of 
the budget. 

Mr. Ho.uts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiiu. And they cut that item from $3 million to $2 million? 

Mr. Ho.uts. To $2 million. 

Senator Hitu. To $2 million. I see. 

Now, Senator Thye, do you and Senator Smith want to ask about 
these individual items, here? 

Senator Toys. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, other than what 
the Congressman referred to, and that would be the increase to the full 
amount that is authorized by the act. And I would like to hear some 
specific reference made to that suggestion of Congressman Blatnik’s. 
That would be the only question that I] would have. If anyone is 
prepared to give any comment or any explanation of why the amount 
is less— 

BASIS OF $3 MILLION REQUEST 


Senator Hiuut. Mr. Hollis I think might well advise us the reasons 
that the Department requested the $3 million, why they felt that $3 
million was necessary. 

Mr. Ho uuis. Well, as specified in the act, Mr. Chairman, these 
program grants to the States are intended to stimulate and build up 
the State programs so that they can do the job. The Congress put a 
further limitation of 5 years duration to these grants. Therefore, we 
felt that if we were going to accomplish this within the 5-year period, 
we should authorize the $3 million the first vear, so that the States 
that are not able to match their whole amounts—and there are a few 
that will not be, under their existing appropriations—that those 
States would have an opportunity, when their legislatures meet this 
winter, to adjust their State appropriations to pe rmit matching. 
Because this is a matching grant provision. And we felt for those 
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reasons and the fact that the pollution problem is serious, and the fact 
too that Congress in this new legislation reaffirmed the policy that the 
States would do the job, we should request the full amount. 

Senator Taye. | know. But the Congressman’s statement, as | 
understood, was on the basis that you were making the valesiadbliden of 
the full amount, and the Department is actually recommending the 
fullamount. Was I misunderstanding vour statement, Congressman? 

Representative Buatnix. Yes; I am strongly recommending the 
full amount. 

Senator Tarr. But the Department is also recommending the full 
amount. So that there is no conflict between your recommendation 
and the Department’s recommendation. Am I correct in that 
statement? 

Mr. Keiiy. The budget request, however, before you, Senator 
Thye, is for $2 million rather than $3 million. 

Senator Hinti. The conflict is between Congressman Blatnik and 
the Department, on one side, their request being for the full $3 million, 
and the budget that is recommended on the $2 million. 

Senator Tuyr. What I wanted to get here was the difference of 
opinion between the Department and the Budget Bureau’s actual 
recommendation in connection with this item. 

Mr. Ketiy. The Department did request the larger sum of money, 
but in working out the final budget estimate submitted to this com- 
mittee, they developed this estimate of $4,100,000, of which $2 million 
was grants to States, which was on the theory that it will not be 
possible to have a full vear of operation in the first. vear of this program. 
Already 1 month essentially is gone and it was thought that $2 million 
for the remainder of this year would be the equivalent of $3 million 
for the full vear. 

Senator THyr. That was what I was trying to get into the record. 
Congressman Blatnik asked for a larger amount. And I at the time 
did not seem to get a true reflection of whether the Department dis- 
agreed or agreed. I wanted to get that clearly into the record. Be- 
cause if there was a question in my mind as to whether they could 
use this, ] would rather see them go to work with us now than to defer. 
Because I know that there are already applications coming in to the 
Department on the strength of the enactment of the law> And you 
can be certain that there will be more. And the worthiness of the 
program is such that we should proceed and get the job done as fast 
as we can. That was the reason for my asking these questions as to 
whether the Department would concur or did not concur in the 
Congressman’s suggestions. 


STATE OVERALL CONTROL PLANS 


Senator Hiny. In that connection, is this not true: that before any 
particular State can be eligible for any of these funds, the State’s 
overall control plan has to be submitted, according to this section 5? 

Senator Ture. How many States are qualified now? 

Mr. Houuts. Well, they are all qualified. 

Senator THyr. Then bow many States would be compelled to make 
some specific legislative enactment before they can meet all the 
requirements of the act? 

Mr. Houuts. This is based, Senator, on the 1954 State budget. 
Because these are the last accurate figures We have. Based on the 1954 
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State appropriation, 27 States now have sufficient matching funds to 
make use of the full $3 milhon as authorized in the act. Thirteen 
States are within $20,000 in their State appropriations of matching 
the Federal money as described in the statute, and the remaining 7— 
these are States and Territories—are between $20,000 and $50,000, 
In other words, they would have to increase their appropriations. 

Senator Tuyrr. Some States would have a fund as to which, by the 
discretion of the governor and designated advisory committees, they 
might very well be able to put some State money into that particular 
matching of funds. 

Mr. Ho tuts. That is right. 

Senator Ture. Most of the States have some authorization to the 
covernor and to committees of the senate and house of the respective 
States that they may proceed to appropriate to meet some specific 
or emergency requirement, you see. So that they might be able to 
match some of that, if need be. 


URGENCY OF FUNDS 


Senator Hii. But, of course, Mr. Hollis, if you did not have suffi- 
cient funds to go forward with the consideration of the State plans so 
that these plans might get approval, then no project in any particular 
State where the control plan had not been approved would be eligible 
for funds. Is that not rght? 

Mr. Houuts. That is right. Yes, sir. 

Senator HiLu. So is not that, really, the main reason for the 
irgency of these funds, that as these States come in with their plans 
and are ready to work with you to go forward and work and bring 
these saan to a conclusion, you may be ready to act on those plans? 
And when you do approve the State control plan, then that makes 
the projects within the particular State eligible for the Federal funds. 
Mr. Houuts. And if I may, Mr. Chairman, there is one other point 
that may be mentioned. We really have two grant items in this 
entire budget. One is the program grants to the States. That is the 
$3 million that we have just discussed. The other, of course, is grants 
to municipalities as an incentive to construction. And in the latter, 
the grants to municipalities for aid and construction—these plans 
have to be approved by the States. So that then the States have to 
develop their own machinery and strengthen their own machinery in 

order to make the best utilization. 

Senator Toys. And the grants to the municipalities would be 
relative to their sewage disposal plants. 

Mr. Hous. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuysr. And that is the only thing; is it not? Or are there 
any others as to which the municipality might make application? 

Mr. Hotuis. No, sir; just sewage treatment. 

Senator Ture. For clearing up the streams. So that the city in 
itself does not pollute the stream. 

Mr. Ho.us. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman Blatnik, have you anything you would 
like to add? 

Representative BLatnik. I would like to repeat that the States 
themselves strongly ask for $5 million. When you give $3 million 
among 58 entities, which would be the 48 States and the other terri- 
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torial units, it does not go very far. The record has been a very 
successful one. In 3 years of operation where there have been 
Federal grants to the States, the total State expenditure has jumped 
up quickly from roughly around $2 million right up to $4 millon. 
When you hit that coal and the Federal funds were withdrawn in 
1953, it remained at that level. 


ADDITIONAL DUTIES OF STATE AGENCIES 


Now, these States will have quite a few additional duties to perform 
through the State agencies—the certification, the technical assistance, 
and all of that required in connection with a determination of where 
pollution abatement plants shall be constructed, where they have to 
be constructed, and the processing of all that is going to require a 
more adequate State organization, which they do not have now. 

So I do feel that $3 million will be a minimum. Dr. Bergsman 
said even $5 million is what they considered a minimum at that time. 

So I hope that the whole program, in which we have tried to achieve 
a balance, will not be dislocated by what may not sound too much of 
an amount, by inadequate machinery, to keep this whole thing going. 
So I strongly urge that this $3 million figure be favorably considered 
by the committee. 

Mr. Hartow. Senator Hill, if 1 may add just one more word, 
strictly from the financial point of view: As I see it, the essential 
difference between a $3 million and a $2 million appropriation is this: 
On these formula grants, we were required to distribute or allot the 
entire amount according to the formula. Now, Mr. Hollis has just 
testified that at least 27 States are qualified to receive their entire 
share of the $3 million. If $2 million is appropriated, those States 
will have their shares reduced. And conversely if $3 million is appro- 
priated and some of the States do not qualify, are not able to match, 
that money will remain in the Treasury and not be paid to them. 

Senator Hity. But for a State that is ready to go forward with the 
program, the $2 million would have the effect of very much reducing 
the efforts or the complement of that State. Is that right? 

Mr. Hartow. Yes, sir. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hitu. Mr. Blatnik, your prepared statement may be filed 
for the record at this point. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


The House Committee on Public Works held extensive hearings on the newly 
enacted Federal Water Pollution Control Act. This act was developed after 
close consultation with State water pollution control administrators, municipali- 
ties, conservation groups, industry, and others concerned with legitimate water 
uses. Members of the committee, the witnesses and consultants were impressed 
with the seriousness of this problem. 

Under the old Water Pollution Control Act, because of impracticable enforce- 
ment provisions, very little could be accomplished. After consultation with the 
State agencies, this enforcement provision has been completely revised and, I think 
it is now one of the best Federal enforcement statutory provisions we have. 

Further, under the old act, I was astonished to find that an annual appropriation 
of about $2 million was being made for a problem of this magnitude. 

This bill authorizes construction grants of $50 million a year for construction 
of municipal treatment works. I believe the full amount authorized for this 
purpose should be appropriated in order to stimulate needed construction and ‘ 
permit us to catch up with the backlog. | 3 
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The House voted to authorize $5 million a year for program grants to States 
and interstate agencies for water pollution control programs. In conference this 
amount was cut to $3 million. Since the Federal program is primarily designed 
to support State programs and the act recognizes the primary rights and responsi- 
bilities of the States to control pollution, it is believed that it is essential that the 
full amount be appropriated for this purpose. 

In 1954, the latest year for which figures are available, 32 States appropriated 
less than $50,000 per year for water pollution control work and of these 17 appro- 
priated less than $20,000 a year. It will be seen that this money is urgently 
needed so that the States might begin to build up their programs. During the 
years 1950-52, when grants to States were available, the stimulation in State 
activities resulted in an increase in State appropriations from about $2 million to 
$4 million. Since these funds were withdrawn in 1953, State appropriations have 
leveled off at a plateau of slightly less than $4 million. 

The act authorizes a comprehensive Federal program of providing technical 
assistance to the States, promoting Federal-State cooperation, intensifying and 
broadening research, and collecting basic data, 

When the bill was originally introduced, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in a letter dated July 31, 1955, to the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, indicated that $4 million was 
needed to carry out the purposes of the act other than program grants to States 
and construction grants. This letter estimated the needs as $2 million for 
research grants and contract research to be done outside the Federal Government; 
$1 million for research to be done by Public Health Service personnel and $1 
million to enable the Public Health Service to carry out its other functions under 
the act including provision of advisory and technical services to the States, 
municipalities, and industries on water pollution control problems and cooperative 
and enforcement activities relating to the prevention and control of interstate 
pollution. 

Incidentally, this figure at that time appears to have been approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget. Since that time, the Congress has added additional 
operating functions to the Public Health Service such as the collection and 
dissemination of basic data and the installation of a cooperative program to 
control pollution from Federal installations. It is believed that this figure of 
$4 million is a minimum one and the appropriation of any less for operations 
would not permit the Public Health Service to meet adequately the ever growing 
problem of pollution. 


STATEMENT OF DR. BERGSMA 


Senator Hitt. I have received a statement from Dr. Daniel 
Bergsma, State commissioner of health of New Jersey, in support of 
the full amount authorized for grants for water pollution control pro- 
grams in section 5, $3 million, and will insert it in the record at this 
point. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL Bercsma, M. D., State CoMMISsiONER, OF HEALTH OF 
NEW JERSEY AND PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL 
HEALTH OFFICERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Dr. Daniel Bergsma. 
I am the State commissioner of health of the State of New Jersey. I present this 
statement to vour committee today as the president and representative of the 
Association of State and Territorial Health Officers. This association includes 
the State and Territorial health officers of the 48 States and the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. In the vast 
majority of instances the water pollution control authority in the United States 
legally resides either in the State commissioner of health or in a board or com- 
mission within the State health department. 

In addition to reasons previously advanced the Association of State and Terri- 
torial Health Officers submits the following in support of the need for a $3 million 
appropriation to the States and interstate agencies as authorized under section 5 
of the Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1956. 

1. Under section 6 only those construction projects which are in conformity 
with comprehensive State water pollution contro! plans prescribed by section 5 
of the act are eligible for grants. State water pollution control agencies do not 
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have the funds required to collect and analyze the necessary engineering and 
laboratory stream pollution data. In short, inadequacy of grants under section 5 
will severely limit proper and complete usage of grants under section 6. 

2. Project grant requests under section 6 will be motivated most by effective 
State water pollution control plans supported by adequate enforcement programs. 
Injgeneral such effective State plans and enforcement programs cannot presently 


be established and administered without the $3 million approp7iation under 
section 5. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, AND CHAIR- 
MAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF GAME, FISH, AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hiti. Mr. Charles H. Callison of the National Wildlife 
Federation is here with us. 

Did you want to say just a word, Mr. Callison? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitt. Do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Cauuison. I have no prepared statement. My name for the 
record is Charles H. Callison, and I am conservation director of the 
National Wildlife Federation, and I also have the honor to serve, 
as chairman of the legislative committee of the International Associa- 
tion of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, which is the 
national and international association to which directors of the 
State game and fish departments and the commissioners of those 
departments belong. 

Our organizations, Mr. Chairman, and the conservation-minded 
public in general, were very pleased to see enactment of Public Law 
660. We regard it as one of the proudest achievements of this Congress 
in the field of natural resources. And we would simply respectfully 
request and urge that this committee grant adequate funds not only 
for the grant programs that are authorized in that splendid law, but 
also adequate funds for the administration of the programs. 

We were somewhat distressed to learn that the budget estimates or 
budget requests for administrative funds seemed inadequate, to us, and 
we suggest and urge that the committee consider increasing those funds 
to a realistic amount for the purpose of administering the important 
programs authorized under the new Federal water-pollution-control 
law. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitit. Then the thought is that even though we appro- 
priated the full $50 million for construction, unless you had the $3 
million you would not be able to take advantage of the $50 mithon. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, there are even some other items 
within the budget estimates that need to be increased. This new 
law has for the first time provisions for abating pollution of interstate 
waters that seem to be enforcible and practical. And if that section 
of the law is to be made effective, the Public Health Service must have 
adequate funds to administer that section and to carry out the enforce- 
ment provisions. And it seems to us that the budget estimates for 
that particular part of the program are inadequate. 
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Senator Hitt. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Catuison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hii. Is there anything else anybody would like to add on 
this matter? Anything else, Mr. Congressman? 

Representative BLatnix. I think not, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hriu. Anything else, Mr. Hollis? 

Mr. Houuts. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, we were dis- 
cussing both of these items jointly, and I have a very short statement 
covering the sanitary engineering activities under the act, that I 
would like to leave, if I may. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Senator Hitu. All right. We will put in that statement in full. 
(The statement referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY ASSISTANT SURGEON GENERAL, CHIEF ENGINEER, PusBLic HEALTH 
SERVICE ON SANITARY ENGINEERING ACTIVITIES, PusLic HEALTH SERVICE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, passage by this Congress of 
Public Law 660, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, was preceded by 
extensive hearings before the Public Works Committees of the Senate and House. 
The interest of a wide cross section of national groups concerned with the water 
pollution problem is clearly reflected in published reports of these hearings. Also 
reflected is the deep concern of these groups and Members of Congress about the 
growing seriousness of water pollution and its detrimental effects on the usefulness 
of our water resources. The unprecedented growth of urban areas and industrial 
production results in an ever-incre: using demand on the Nation’s surface waters 
and the need for their conservation. 

In 1900, our national population was 75 million—two-thirds living on farms. 
Industrial production was relatively small. By 1955, the population had more 
than doubled and shifted—two-thirds living in cities. Industrial production had 
increased about 800 percent. More than half of this increase occurred since 
1940. By 1975, the population will be in the 200 million range and industrial 
production about double the present level. The total daily water consumption 
now averages 1,500 gallons per capita—up 4 times over 1900. This water demand 
will double by 1975. 

As water use increases, pollution increases. At present 80 million people 
depend on surface streams for drinking water. Among the major water con- 
servation measures, the control of pollution is essential to permit the use and 
reuse of waters as streams flow from city to city and State to State. 

The key to the new act is in section 1—the reaffirming of congressional policy 
to protect the rights and responsibilities of States to control water pollution. 
Each section of the new act is developed on this premise, with the Federal role 
designed to support and assist State and interstate programs. The magnitude 
and interstate nature of the water pollution problem clearly emphasize the need 
for the types of Federal assistance incorporated in the act. Mr. Chairman, this 
supplemental request of $4.1 million will implement, for the current fiscal year 
the authorizations in Public Law 660. (Construction grants to municipalities 
are included in a separate supplemental request.) 

Section 4 of the act authorizes a much broader and urgently needed research 
effort, including new activities such as research grants, fellowships, contract 
research, and basic data collection. This increased effort, enlisting the support 
of universities and other research centers, is essential for developing the informa- 
tion basic to the entire program. This is especially needed for the increasing 
number of new types of wastes, especially in the field of synthetics. The amount 
requested for this purpose is $1,310,000. 

Section 5 of the act authorizes program grants to States on a matching basis 
($3 million a year for the next 5 years), designed to strengthen all aspects of State 
and interstate water pollution control programs to meet the rapidly increasing 
problem. The amount requested for this p irpose is $2 million. 

Section 6 of the act authorizes construction incentive grants to municipalities 
in order to step up the rate of construction of needed sewage treatment works. 

For this purpose, $50 million is being requested under a separate appropriation. 
Included in this request is the amo int of $500,000 necessary for the administration 
of the grant program. 
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Section 8 of the act provides simplified and practical enforcement procedures 
for control of interstate pollution. For the first time we have a workable pro- 
cedure for resolving complex interstate pollution problems. To initiate action on 
the more urgent cases, $250,000 is requested. 

Section 9 of the act authorizes a cooperative program with other Federal agen- 
cies for the control of pollution from Federal installations. Work in this new area 
will include developing agreements between the State authorities and the Federal 
agencies involved. The amount requested for this purpose is $40,000. 

The several provisions of the act, carried out on a Federal-State partnership 


basis, will provide an approach to the national problem of water pollution control 
along three main lines: 


(1) Research, technical assistance, and program grants to provide the basic in- 
formation and resources for the States to do their job. 

(2) Development and use, where necessary, of effective enforcement measures 
by the State regulatory agencies with Federal assistance and action on problems 
of interstate pollution 

(3) Accelerating the rate of construction of necessary sewage and waste treat- 
ment plants by cities and industries (construction grants authorized as an in- 
centive to municipalities) . 

These three measures in combination are designed to develop the needed public 
awareness of the seriousness of water pollution, an understanding of its complexity, 
and the urgency of instituting effective remedial actions. We believe that imple- 
mentation of the provisions of the new act will provide a means for positive action 
and accomplishments in correcting the growing pollution of the Nation’s water- 
ways. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Callison, I believe you are accompanied by 
Mr. Gutermuth. 


Did you want to say anything, Mr. Gutermuth? 


WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. GurermuruH. Mr. Chairman, I did not prepare a statement. 
My remarks can be very brief. 

IT am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, which is one of the older conservation organizations devoted 
to the better management of all natural resources in the public 
interest. 

I am delighted that Congressman Blatnik was able to get over here 
at this busy time in the closing hours of the Congress. 

We are greatly indebted, as conservationists, Mr. Chairman, to 
Mr. Blatnik, for having worked this pollution bill over the many, 
many hurdles that there were in the House. And we strongly urge 
this committee to give careful consideration to the administrative 
appropriation for the carrying out of the intent and purpose of the act. 


STATEMENT OF THE PRESIDENT 


I have here with me the statement that was issued by the President 
when he signed the Pollution Control Act, which we regard, as Mr. 
Callison stated, as one of the greatest achievements in the history of 
conservation in this country. 

Senator Hitt. We would be happy to put that statement in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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THe Wuitre Hovse, 
Geitysburg, Pa., July 9, 1956. 


STATEMENT RY THE PRESIDENT 


I have today approved S. 890, the Water Pollution Control Act Amendments 
of 1956. 

The bill authorizes urgently needed measures for the control and abatement of 
pollution, a serious and growing problem in the field of water resources and con- 
servation. 

The first Federal Water Pollution Control Act was enacted by the 80th Congress 
in 1948. That law has proved its great value during the past 8 years, and last year 
I recommended that it be made permanent. I also recommended that it be 
broadened and strengthened in several respects—particularly with respect to 
research, State program grants, and Federal enforcement on interstate streams. 
I am pleased that the bill embodies each of these features. These provisions of 
the law will help to further our national attack on water pollution in a manner 
that properly preserves the areas of Federal, State, and local responsibility. 

In one respect the bill goes beyond the recommendations of the Administration 
by providing for Federal grants to localities to pay part of the cost of constructing 
municipal sewage-treatment works In doing so, however, it directs the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service, in every case, among other factors to give 
consideration to the propriety of Federal aid. I have requested the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Surgeon General to prepare criteria by 
which the propriety of Federal aid will be determined. 

Meanwhile, I urge that no community with sufficient resources to construct a 
needed sewage-treatment project without Federal aid, postpone that construction 
simply because of the prospect of a possible Federal grant. It should be clearly 
understood that Federal aid will not be available to all communities and, with 
respect to any one project, the Federal funds are limited in amount under the 
provisions of the bill. 


POLLUTION LECISLATION 


Mr. Gutermutu. We feel that for the first time we have a good 
pollution law. While it may fall short in some respects, nevertheless 
it is the first time that the Federal Government has assumed its full 
responsibility in cleaning up the pollution problem in this country. 

The President said here—and I would like to read just 1 sentence 
or 2—‘‘That law has proved of great value.’”’” He was speaking 
of the law enacted by the 80th Congress. And he said: 

Last year I recommended that it be made permanent. I also recommended 
that it be broadened and strengthened in several aspects, particularly with 
respect to research, State program grants, and Federal enforcement on interstate 
streams. I am pleased that the bill embodies each of these features. These 
provisions of the law will help to further our national attack on water pollution 
in a manner that properly preserves the area of Federal, State, and local 
responsibility. 

Senator Hitut. That has been placed in the record in full, sir. 

I want to thank you very much. 

Mr. Gutermutu. Yes. One further comment, Mr. Chairman. 
We were somewhat disappointed, as Mr. Callison stated, that the 
Bureau of the Budget did not send down a request for what we regard 
as a realistic amount for administration of this new act. We feel like 
Congressman Blatnik, that it was evidenced heretofore in the request 
for something over $6 million for the administration of the act, and 
we feel that some of these States are going to be left out of the picture 
and not be able to participate fully, if this administrative portion of 
this appropriation is not allotted. And we certainly hope that that 
along with the full allotment of the grant portion will be approved by 
this committee. And thank you very much. 
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Senator Hitt. Thank you very much. Now, Dr. Haldeman, Chief 
of the Division of General Health Services of the United States Public 
Health Service, is here prepared to testify. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Dr. Haldeman? 


ASSISTANCE TO STATES, GENERAL 


STATEMENTS OF DR. JACK C. HALDEMAN, CHIEF, DIVISION OF 
GENERAL HEALTH SERVICES; ACCOMPANIED BY ROY L. HAR- 
LOW, CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER; AND JAMES F. KELLY, DE- 
PARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER 


HEALTH AMENDMENTS LEGISLATION OF 1956 


Dr. Hatpeman. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a statement. How- 
ever, if you would like, I would summarize it. 

Senator HiLi. Suppose you do that. The committee is pretty 
familiar with your work. 

Dr. Hatpeman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The supplemental request of $1,040,000 is to carry out the purposes 
of title 1 of the health amendments legislation of 1956—of course, 
the fund request is contingent upon the passage of this legislation— 
$1 million of the supplemental request will be used to award trainee- 
ships to professional public health personnel, and $40,000 will be 
used for program direction and administration. 


TRAINEESHIP AWARDS 


The provisions of the bill authorize the awarding of traineeships 
either directly to individuals or to institutions, to cover the cost of 
graduate or specialized training in public health for physicians, nurses, 
engineers—a wide variety of public health professions. 

The primary purpose of the bill is to increase the number of persons 
in public health with this specialized training. Since 1951 there has 
been an increase of almost 8 percent in our population, whereas the 
number of trained personnel has increased at less than half this rate. 
Actually, today we have fewer physicians or engineers in public 
health, serving about 11 million more persons. This personnel have 
their basic professional education. However, to adequately carry 
out the public health programs, they need in addition to this, more 
specialized training in public health. 

The physician, as he graduates from medical school, is primarily 
concerned with the health of the individual patient, whereas the public 
health worker has to understand the role of other professional disci- 
plines in the community approach and prevention of disease. 


VACANCIES IN PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENTS 


Senator Hii. In that connection is it not true that today there are 
many, many vacancies in our public health departments, our State 
departments, particularly down in our local county public health 
units, vacancies for doctors, for engineers, for sanitarians, for public 
health nurses, for other public health personnel, simply because there 
are no trained people to take these jobs? 

Dr. HatpEMAN. That is correct, sir. The reason we put primary 
emphasis upon getting new people into public health is because, for 
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instance, physicians and engineers can make much more money in 
private practice or in industry than they can in public health. Actu- 
ally, there is little incentive for them to go to the expense of obtain- 
ing public health training as a prerequisite to entering public health, 
when they can actually go directly out and make money in either 
private practice or industry. There is also, | might add, a tremendous 
backlog of training needed. 

Of the 17,000 professional workers in the country who actually 
should have that type of training, less than half actually have it. 

But the purposes of this bill are to primarily try to get new people 
in. For instance, a State health officer may be able to recruit a 
physician with some assurance that he will get training in a year or 
two. We do not want to use it primarily to overcome this big backlog 
in training. 

The training done by State health departments has been decreasing. 
The number of personnel for whom State and local health departments 
have been able to sponsor training has decreased from a high of over 
900 persons in 1947 to a low of 411 persons in 1955. 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Senator Tuyr. Did you present this request in the general appro- 
priation? 

Dr. HaLtpEMAN. No; this is contingent on title I of the health 
amendments legislation. 

Senator Hitz. I might say, Senator, the bill has already passed the 
Senate. It has been favorably reported by the House Committee on 
Interstate Commerce—I am advised that that bill has been reported 
by the House Committee on Interstate Commerce and it will be taken 
up and passed by the House within the next day or two. 

So this is again, if I may say, a budget recommendation to meet a 
responsibility imposed by very recent legislation. 

Dr. Hatpeman. Thank you. 


TOTAL TRAINEES 


The appropriation estimate of $1 million for the first year of opera- 
tion will permit the training of about 250 individuals. Of course, the 
exact number will depend somewhat on the proportion of the various 
categories, because the stipend level will be different levels for different 
types of personnel. A total of $40,000 is included in the appropriation 
request for costs of program direction and administration, such costs 
as getting the advisory committee in twice. This advisory committee 
is required in the act. The remaining costs will be used to pay the 
salaries and operating expenses of a small staff to plan the traineeship 
program, to review applications for traineeship, to maintain liaison 
with the training institutons, and other national and _ professional 
groups concerned with graduate public-health training, to perform 
the staff work necessary in the operation and evaluation of the pro- 
gram, to perform the necessary clerical work in payrolling trainees 
and making grant payments to institutions, and to prepare and print 
the necessary application forms and the like. 

I will be glad to answer any questions. 

Senator Hint. Any questions? Senator Smith? 

Thank you very much, Doctor. We are very much obliged to you. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 
(Dr. Haldeman’s prepared statement follows:) 


OPENING STATEMENT BY CHIEF, DIVISION oF GENERAL HEALTH SERVICES, PUBLIC 


HEALTH SERVICE ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, ASSISTANCE TO STATES, 
GENERAL, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this supplemental appropria- 
tion request in the amount of $1,040,000 is to carry out the purposes of title I 
of the health amendments legislation of 1956. One million dollars of the supple- 
mental request will be used to award traineeships in public health to professional 
health personnel and $40,000 will be used for program direction and adminis- 
tration. 

The provisions of this title authorize the awarding of traineeships, either di- 
rectly to individuals or through grants to training institutions, to cover the 
cost of graduate or specialized training in public health for physicians, engineers, 
nurses, and other professional health personnel. 

The purpose of the program is to increase the number of persons with special- 
ized public-health training for employment primarily in State and local public- 
health agencies throughout the United States. The modern public-health agency 
requires the services of physicians, dentists, engineers, nurses, and other pro- 
fessional health personnel. But these personnel need more than their basic 
professional education, for, in each of the professional disciplines, public health 
is a specialty in itself. The basic training of the physician, for example, is 
directed primarily toward treatment of the individual patient. In addition to 
this basic knowledge, the public-health physician must learn to apply his skills 
to community-health problems. His tools must include epidemiology, case- 
finding, health statistics, and health education. He must be skilled in preventive 
health methods as well as in the application of communitywide controls over 
communicable diseases. 

To acquire these additional skills requires post graduate training in public- 
health methods and procedures. This usually requires a year of specialized 
training. In addition, public-health programs require many other types of pro- 
fessional personnel with highly specialized training in such fields as public- 
health engineering, public-health nursing, nutrition, medical social service, 
physical therapy, radiology, veterinary medicine, and dentistry. Such training 
is offered by approximately 150 schools—including, among others, 10 schools of 
public health, 52 universities and colleges offering collegiate and graduate public 
health nurse training programs, and 30 schools having degree courses in sanitary 
engineering. 

From the standpoint of the individual interested in public health as a career, 
this additional training presents a serious financial obstacle. He has already 
completed a long and expensive professional education. In many cases he has 
family obligations. As a consequence, most persons who enroll for such advanced 
training must have some financial assistance, and this assistance is supplied 
in most cases by the public-health agencies who need personnel with this ad- 
vanced training. 

The number of personnel with at least a year of graduate public-health train- 
ing, never adequate for the staffing of State and local public-health positions, 
has declined seriously in recent years. At the present time more than one-half 
of the 17,000 professional personnel employed in State and local health depart- 
ments who should have a year of graduate public-health training have not had 
such training. Despite this serious training deficiency, the number of personnel 
for whom State and local health departments have been able to sponsor training 
has decreased from a high of over 900 persons in 1947 to a low of 411 persons 
in 1955. 

Priority in this new program of public-health traineeships will be given, how- 
ever, to the training of new personnel rather than to overcoming the backlog 
of training deficiency existing among presently employed personnel. Thus, both 
the total number of public-health personnel as well as the number of trained 
personnel will be increased. 

The need for emphasizing this phase of training is highlighted by the fact 
that approximately 550 trained public-health personnel leave employment each 
year because of death, retirement, marriage, and other factors. New recruit- 
ment of approximately this number of trained personnel into the public-health 
profession is necessary to offset this personnel turnover and to permit the train- 
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ing sponsored by State and local health agencies to decrease the training defi- 
ciency among currently employed personnel. 

The appropriation estimate of $1 million for the first year of operation under 
the provisions of title I of this new legislation will permit the training of approx- 
imately 250 individuals for 1 academic year. Although the costs of traineeship 
awards will vary among various categories of professional personnel, the average 
cost per individual will be approximately $4,000 for a 10-month period of training. 
This cost includes academic tuition and fees at the standard rates, a stipend, and 
travel costs of the trainees. 

A total of $40,000 is included in the appropriation request for costs of program 
direction and administration. Of this total, $6,000 will be necessary to pay the 
costs for two meetings of the expert advisory committee created by the new 
legislation to advise the Surgeon General on the administration of the trainee- 
ship program, including the development of program standards and policies. 

The remaining costs will be used to pay the salaries and operating expenses of 
a small nucleus staff to plan the traineeship program, to review applications 
for traineeships, to maintain liaison with the training institutions and other 
national and professional groups concerned with graduate public-health training, 
to perform the staff work necessary in the operation and evaluation of the pro- 
grams, to perform the necessary clerical work in payrolling trainees and making 
grant payments to institutions, and to prepare and print the necessary applica- 
tion forms, public announcements, and operating instructions. 

I shall be glad to attempt to answer any questions. 





ASSISTANCE TO STATES, GENERAL, PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Traineeship awards for professional public-health personnel, $1 million 


An appropriation of $1 million is requested for fiscal year 1957 to carry out 
the purposes of title I of S. 3958. The provisions for this title authorize the 
awarding of traineeships either directly to individuals or through grants to 
training institutions to cover the cost of graduate or specialized training in pub- 
lic health for physicians, engineers, nurses, and other professional health per- 
sonnel. 

The purpose of the program is to increase the number of persons with special- 
ized public-health training for employment primarily in State and local pub- 
lic-health agencies throughout the United States. The modern public-health 
agency requires the services of physicians, dentists, engineers, nurses, and 
other professional health personnel. But these personnel need more than their 
basic professional education, for, in each of the professional disciplines, public 
health is a specialty in itself. The basic training of the physician, for exam- 
ple, is directed primarily toward treatment of the individual patient. In addi- 
tion to this basic knowledge, the public-health physician must learn to apply 
his skills to community health problems. His tools must include epidemiology, 
casefinding, health statistics, and health education. He must be skilled in pre- 
ventive health methods as well as in the application of communitywide controls 
over communicable diseases. 

To acquire these additional skills requires postgraduate training in public 
health methods and procedures. This usually requires a year of specialized 
training. In addition, public-health programs require many other types of 
professional personnel with highly specialized training in such fields as public- 
health engineering, public-health nursing, nutrition, medical social service, physi- 
eal therapy, radiology, veterinary medicine, and dentistry. Such training is 
offered by approximately 150 schools—including, among others, 10 schools of 
public health, 52 universities and colleges offering colleagiate and graduate 
public health nurse training programs, and 30 schools having degree courses in 
sanitary engineering. 

From the standpoint of the individual interested in public health as a career, 
this additional training presents a serious financial obstacle. He has already 
completed a long and expensive professional education. In many cases he has 
family obligations. As a consequence, most persons who enroll for such ad- 
vanced training must have some financial assistance, and this assistance is 
supplied in most cases by the public-health agencies who need personnel with 
this advanced training. 

The number of personnel with at least a year of graduate public-health train- 
ing, never adequate for the staffing of State and local public-health positions, 
has declined seriously in recent years. At the present time more than one-half 
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of the 17,000 professional personnel employed in State and local health depart- 
ments who should have a year of graduate public-health training have not 
had such training. Despite this serious training deficiency, the number of per- 
sonnel for whom State and local health departments have been able to sponsor 
training has decreased from a high of over 900 persons in 1947 to a low of 411 
persons in 1955. 

Priority in this new program of public health traineeships will be given, how- 
ever, to the training of new personnel rather than to overcoming the backlog of 
training deficiency existing among presently employed personnel. Thus both 
the total number of public-health personnel as well as the number of trained 
personnel will be increased. 

The need for emphasizing this phase of training is highlighted by the fact 
that approximately 550 trained public-health personnel leave employment each 
year because of death, retirement, marriage, and other factors. New recruitment 
of approximately this number of trained personnel into the public-health profes- 
sion is necessary to offset this personnel turnover and to permit the training spon- 
sored by State and local health agencies to decrease the training deficiency among 
currently employed personnel. 

The appropriation estimate of $1 million for the first year of operation under 
the provisions of title I of this new legislation will permit the training of approxi- 
mately 250 individuals for 1 academic year. Although the cost of traineeship 
awards will vary among various categories of professional personnel, the average 
cost per individual will be approximately $4,000 for a 10-month period of training. 
This cost includes academic tuition and fees at the standard rates, a stipend, and 
travel costs of the trainees. 


Program direction and administration, $40,000 


A total of $40,000 is included in the appropriation request for costs of program 
direction and administration. Of this total, $6,000 will be necessary to pay 
the costs for 2 meetings of the expert advisory committee created by the new 
legislation to advise the Surgeon General on the administration of the trainee- 
ship program including the development of program standards and policies. 

The remaining costs will be used to pay the salaries and operating expenses 
of a small nucleus staff to plan the traineeship program, to review applications 
for traineeships, to maintain liaison with the training institutions and other 
national and professional groups concerned with graduate public-health training, 
to perform the staff work necessary in the operation and evaluation of the pro- 
gram, to perform the necessary clerical work in payrolling trainees and making 
grant payments to institutions, and to prepare and print the necessary applica- 
tion forms, public announcements, and operating instructions. 

Following is a detailed itemization of operating expenses: 


Program direction and administration 


ROOD a a a a eee a $14, 000 
i anne.  Aaneen ies a Bi ees 7,570 
PTD UN cx oN ie oe ee 3, 670 
Sa rn a a a a Fe ee 6, 830 
We ected a ee an ec ee ee ee ee 32, 070 
NS ID acoso OU Se a ee eRe BO BN ee ee tr Oe 6, 570 
er I IN oo he et aeees eeiteiieend 25, 500 
Oni tions ‘Oler ThaG permanent =. no ieee 2, 000 
27, 500 
Travel: 

ino Gaye at So0 per Gey... en ee ae! 4, 500 

Travel and per diem for 10 expert advisory committee members at 
$200 per member per meeting________-___ ee ta ee ae 4, 000 
8, 500 
IR ns eR eg haar ee te 1, 000 
NUNN exten es ne ee oe Peete atten Get dee amereheneteiae 2, 000 
Nn ee ne a eae 200 
a ite eile 800 
40, 000 
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Senator Hitt. Hospitals and medical care is next, a budget estimate 
of $2,050,000. 


Hospiran AND MepicaLt Cart 


STATEMENTS OF MARGARET G. ARNSTEIN, CHIEF, DIVISION OF 
NURSING RESOURCES, ACCOMPANIED BY ROY L. HARLOW, CHIEF 
FINANCE OFFICER, AND JAMES F. KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET 
OFFICER 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Miss Arnsrewn. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement, if 
you would like me to read it, and I would be glad to answer questions 
at the end of it, because it is extremely brief. 

Senator Hitt. Miss Margaret G. Arnstein, Chief, Division of Nurs- 
ing Resources of the Public Health Service. 

Go ahead, Miss Arnstein. 


TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAM 


Miss Arnsrern. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
supplemental funds requested under this item are to carry out the 
provisions of section 306 of the Health Amendments Act of 1956. 
Title II of this law authorizes funds for traineeships to prepare nurses 
to be teachers, supervisors, and administrators. If we are to keep 
pace with the growth of our population and the ‘growth of our health 
and medical facilities we must have more nurse teachers to produce 
more nurses as well as nurses better prepared to direct our nursing 
services. 

The Senate has recognized the need for Federal scholarships to 
assist nurses to get the preparation they need and want. Three- 
fourths of the present nurse enrollment in university and college pro- 
grams preparing for these positions are atte nding school part time. 
Actually, since we wrote this we have got more recent figures, and it 
is two-thirds, so that it is an even higher proportion. 

Senator Hitt. Two-thirds now ? 

Miss Arnstein. That are attending school part tise, which means 
they are working to support their school rate. Anid it does show they 
want the preparation, they know they need the preparation, but they 
do not have funds to go full time. 

Most of these would go full time if they had the funds and thus 
would be ready for leadership positions a good many years sooner 
than they now are. The funds will be granted to institutions which 
have such programs for advance training, and the institutions will 
select the trainees. The bill authorizes payment of stipend, tuition, 
and travel to students. The $2,050,000 would provide $2 million for 
700 to 800 traineeships and $50,000 for administration of the program. 


NEED FOR NURSES 


Senator Hitt. There is a very crying need today, is there not, for 
nurses ¢ 

Miss ArnsTEIn. Yes, sir, and we can’t get them. We won’t be able 
to take care of our increased high-school graduates unless we have 
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more teachers. And this is to supply more teachers. And also we 
have a great deal of evidence that when present nursing services are 
managed more skillfully, they go further. 

Senator Hitz. And the purpose of this, of course, is to provide 
teachers for those who would be nurses and to provide supervisors 
and administrators. Is that right? 

Miss ARNsTEIN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu, Senator Thye, any questions? 

Senator Tye. No questions. 

Senator Hix. Thank you very much. 

Dr. Shannon, you and Dr. Van Slyke are going to testify on the 
grants for construction of health research facilities, I believe. 


GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH RESEARCH FACILITIES 


STATEMENTS OF DR. JAMES A. SHANNON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES OF HEALTH; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. C. J. VAN SLYKE, 
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH; DR. 
FRANCIS A. ARNOLD, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
DENTAL RESEARCH; ROY L. HARLOW, CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER; 
AND JAMES F. KELLY, DEPARTMENT BUDGET OFFICER 


DENTAL RESEARCH BUILDING 


Dr. SHannon. Yes, sir. I have a prepared statement, which I 
have summarized, and I will provide the entire statement for the 
record. 

Senator Hinz. All right, sir. 

Dr. SHannon. The request for supplemental appropriation that is 
before you contains an item of $200,000 for planning a dental research 
building to be constructed at the National Institutes of Health. It 
does not provide funds for its actual building. 

This is the first step, however, toward implementing section V of 
the National Dental Research Act, Public Law 755, 80th Congress, as 
amended by S. 3246, which as initially proposed in the Senate increased 
the amount authorized for the building from 2 to 5 million dollars. 

This, you will recall, Senator, was discussed before your legislative 
committee at great length, and the Department now is fully behind 
the construction of the building, the need for the building, and pro- 
poses this initially to provide completed plans, so that in the regular 
appropriation next spring, funds for the construction of the building 
can be requested. 

Senator Hitz. Did you ask for funds for the construction of the 
building at this time? 

Dr. SuHannon. No, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Why not? 

Dr. Suannon. I believe it was the opinion of the Bureau of the 
Budget 

Senator Him. I am not talking about the Bureau of the Budget 
now. Iam talking about the Department of Public Health Service. 
We have the opinion of the Bureau of the Budget. It is here in the 
form of a $200,000 estimate. Is that not right. Senator Thye? 

Go ahead, Mr. Harlow. 
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REQUEST TO BUDGET BUREAU 


Mr. Harrow. We submitted to the Budget Bureau, Mr. Chairman, 
a request for the full authorization of $4 million, less the amount that 
had been expended out of a previous appropriation for planning, 
which was $76,000. So the request we submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget was for $3,924,000. 

Senator Hox. You have $96,000 worth of plans, so to speak, now. 

Mr. Hartow. $76,000 worth. 

Senator Hix. $76,000 worth of plans now. 

Mr. Hartow. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitu. Is it contemplated that much will have to be done 
on those plans to bring them down to date and to develop the plans 
that you want for the kind of building you contemplate ? 

Dr. SHannon. Not a great deal, Senator Hill. It is proposed to 
use the same basic structure with minor modifications. On the other 
hand, there will be some modifications, because the site proposed now 
is different than that proposed initially. As I understand the 
mechanics of the expenditure of these funds, this also will include 
certain architectural fees for supervision in the actual construction. 
So this is not purely to derive a set of blueprints, but it is for a 
broader planning operation, sir. 

Senator Hinz. Well, Doctor, is there any reason why, as soon as 
these plans are ready, we should not go forward with construction ? 
This is the second time the Congress has determined this building 
should be built. I realize the reason the first time was because of the 
Korean war, and the need for materiel and so forth the cost went 
up, so the authorization was not sufficient. But is there any reason 
why you should not go ahead now ? 

Dr. SHANNON. No, sir. The attitude reflected in this budget request 
is that not enough time would be gained. Actually, our estimate is 
that these plans, site plans, pr obably could be completed by the end 
of February, at which time the building could be done. And if the 
budget request is placed in the regular budget process next spring, 
there will be that time lost. 

Senator Tuyr. Unless it was taken up in one of your first deficiency 
appropriations after the first of the year 


BUDGET BUREAU POLICY 


Senator Hix. But I understand that the Budget Bureau now has 
a policy which is very much opposed to se nding up any deficiency 
estimates on a matter of this kind. Is that correct 4 

Mr. Ketty. I think that is true, Mr. Chairman. The Secretary’s 
desire is that now that the Congress has determined that they wish 
this building to go forward, it should go forward without any unneces- 
sary delay. It becomes a close question as to whether or not planning 
funds this year and construction funds next year will create a delay. 
It would appear that the maximum of such delay would be 3 to 6 
months and perhaps less. 

The fact that the request for planning funds is before you now 
Ww ould, I am sure, preclude consideration of construction mone y, that 

, in a request to the committee, until the 1958 budget. It would be 
anda that the construction money would come forward as a part of 
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the regular 1958 budget, planning being done this year and construc- 
tion next year. 


ATTITUDE OF AMERICAN DENTAL ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hix, Well, as we know, the dentists of the country as rep- 
resented through their organization, the American Dental Associa- 
tion, they have a great pride in this matter and a great desire to see 
this building under construction. Certainly, Congress having twice 
decided to construct it, I think that no one would doubt the fact that 
this construction will go ahead. Then if it is going ahead, why delay 
3 or 6 months on it? 

The truth is that the history of the past would indicate that the 
longer the delay, the more money it is going to cost, because certainly 
the cost of construction has been going up steadily since the days of 
the depression, really, I think. 

Has anyone else anything they would like to say about this matter ? 

Dr. Arnold, is there any particular recommendation from you, sir? 

Dr. Arnoip. Nothing in particular, Senator. Certainly we require 
the building to go ahead with our program, and we hope to get it as 
soon as it is possible, 


COMPLETION DATE OF PLANS 


Senator Hitz. How long do you think it will take to bring those 
plans down to date? 
Dr. Arnotp. By about the first of February, I think. 
Senator Hitt. The first of February? That is your estimate? I 
see. 
GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH FACILITIES 


Certainly we are very familiar with the next item, your grants for 
construction of health research facilities. Have you a statement on 
that, Doctor ? 

Dr, SHannon. I have a fairly detailed statement; yes. 

Senator Hitt. Suppose you put that in the record. Iam sure Sena- 
tor Thye is very familiar with this, just as I think the Chair is, be- 
cause we have had a lot of evidence on this in our hearings on the 
other research items in the regular bill, as you know. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 
(The prepared statement referred to follows :) 


By Dr. James A. SHANNON, DrREcTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH, 
Pusitrc HEALTH SERVEE, ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL FOR CONSTRUCTION OF 
DENTAL RESEARCH BUILDING 


The request for supplemental appropriation that is before you contains an 
item of $200,000 for planning a dental research building to be constructed at the 
National Institutes of Health. 

This is a step toward implementing section 5 of the National Dental Research 
Act, Public Law 755, 80th Congress, as amended by S. 3246, which as initially 
proposed in the Senate increased the amount authorized for the building from 2 
to 5 million dollars. 

The need for a specialized laboratory building to accommodate dental research 
at the National Institutes of Health has long been evident. As far back as 
1950, funds were provided to plan such a structure; however, authority was not 
received to proceed beyond that point, and building plans have been held in 
abeyance. 
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When §. 3246 was introduced in the current session of Congress, the Depart- 
ment gave very careful consideration to the present needs for such a facility. 
It was concluded that it was essential to strengthen research in dental schools 
and other private research institutions before expanding the dental research 
program at Bethesda. This decision implied no lack of support on the part of 
the Public Health Service or the Department. An expanding program of research 
by the National Institute of Dental Research would create urgent need for a 
dental research building at Bethesda, but this was considered a second priority. 

The appropriation act for 1957 simultaneously provided substantial increases 
both for dental research and training grants, and for an expanded dental research 
program at Bethesda. These increases represent a major step in the direction 
of the Department’s objectives in the support of dental research. With these 
funds, it will be possible to strengthen dental research activities across the 
country and to attract new investigators into this challenging and important 
area of study. At the same time, it will be possible to mount an intensified and 
expanded program at Bethesda if additional dental research facilities can be 
provided. 

Hearings have been held on S. 3246 in both the Senate and the House. The 
bill was modified (reducing the construction authority from $5 million to $4 
million), approved by both Houses of Congress, and sent forward to the President 
for signature. 

In view of the expressed intent of Congress that this new research facility 
should be constructed, it is proposed that $200,000 be provided through the sup- 
plemental appropriation bill now under consideration to design and plan the 
building. 

I should point out that such planning would have cost close to $300,000 were 
it not possible for us to capitalize on the initial planning that was done in 1950. 
It is our intention to come before the Congress at the earliest possible oppor- 
tunity with a request for construction funds, based upon estimates derived from 
the planning and design phase upon which we will enter if this $200,000 is 
approved. 

The National Institute of Dental Research is now 8 years old. It is the largest 
single research center for dental research in the country and one of the most 
distinguished, with a long record of outstanding achievements. With its own 
research facilities, permitting suitable space for research and satisfactory 
utilization of specialized research equipment, an even more effective perfor- 
mance of its research mission can be expected. 


Dr. SHannon. I think, Senator Hill, you might like to ask for some 
comment from Dr. Van Slyke on this, because as you know he has 
lived with this problem literally for the past 2 or 3 years and has really 
borne the brunt of all the work on this proposal at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health. He probably is better qualified to discuss this than 
any man in the country, and I would prefer that you address such 
requests as you have to Dr. Van Sly ke. 

Senator Hixz. Doctor, supposing you make us a statement, here, 
summarizing your experience and your knowledge from that experi- 


ence. 
NEED FOR RESEARCH FACILITIES 


Dr. Van Styxe. I think, Senator Hill, I need not speak to the needs. 
The country is desperately short of research facilities. The bill which 
Congress can be very proud of just about enacting this year—— 

Senator Hin. May I say we took final action in the Senate today 
and final action was taken in the House yesterday, so the bill has now 
gone to the White House. 

Dr. Van Styxe. Wonderful. That is good news. It is wonderful 
news. 

So I should like to address myself to the desirability of going for- 

ward as promptly as possible to effect the construction of these research 
facilities. 


80579—56——-32 
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With the assumption that the bill would become law, we have taken 
all the necessary first steps. We have drawn up regulations. We 
have collected a panel of nominees for the advisory council which 
the bill calls for, or which the law calls for. We have prepared reg- 
ulations under which this law will go forward. We are in the proc- 
ess of preparing application forms for this. We hope, sir, if the 
Congress provides funds to implement this law this year, to have the 
first meeting of the council in about the middle part of September. 


TRANSFER AUTHORITY 


Now, this is going to call for a very great amount of service on the 
part of nongovernmental employees, those people who are going to 
serve on this council. Because they will have to travel the length and 
breadth of this country examining these places. You cannot run this 
program from a desk in Washington. This must be firsthand inspec- 
tion trips. And for this purpose and for the other administrative 
expenses, we are asking permission to transfer $200,000 from our pres- 
ent appropriation for the administration of this program. 

Senator Hitt. That would be a matter of language transferring the 
funds. 

Dr. Van Styxe. That is all, Senator Hill, yes, sir. And with the 
$30 million appropriation, we would then be actually in business in a 
full-fledged manner. 

Now, as to the specific need, I can report to this committee that we 
have approximately 300 requests—these are necessarily in the nature 
of informal requests from around the country; every section of the 
country is represented. And just as soon as the President signs the 
bill, we shall issue notification to all those concerned, to all insti- 
tutions in the country concerned, and make appropriate releases to 
professional and medical journals, so that they will know what the 
Congress has made available. 

I think this program is ready to roll if you see fit to give it your 
blessing. 

Senator Hix. And you think it is very essential, do you not, very 
necessary ? 

Dr. Van Stryke. Yes, sir. I think this is, shall I say, one of the 
crowning achievements of the Congress in this very essential area. 
And this is the third leg which we need to go forward. You have 
given us funds for support of research projects. You have given us 
funds for the training of people. And now the third leg 

Senator Hm. Is the facilities with which to do the work. 

Dr. Van StyKe. Yes, sir. 

Senator Him. Senator Thye, any questions? 

Senator Tuyr. No questions, 

Senator Hix. Is there anything you would like to add? 

Dr. Van Styxe. I would like to add my appreciation to the com- 
mittee for their interest and support of this program. 

Senator Hiv. Well, we would like to add our appreciation to you, 
Doctor, for your great interest and the fine leadership that you have 
given, you and Dr. Shannon both. 

Senator Ture. This should greatly assist the various educational 
units throughout the land to develop their research centers or to in- 
clude their research facilities. 
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INSTITUTIONS READY TO PARTICIPATE IN PROGRAM 


Dr. Van Styrxe. That is right, Senator Thye. And prompt action 
on our request for $30 million will permit the institutions around the 
country to take opportunity at firsthand for getting the matching 
funds which the bill calls for. 

Senator Hix. The institution advises to match the funds of course 
under the law. 

Dr. Van Styxe. Yes, sir. You may be interested to know, Senator 
Hill, that a lot of institutions have already put funds aside in the 
hopes that Congress would enact this bill into law. 

Senator Hirt. How many institutions do you say ? 

Dr. Van Stryke. I cannot give you the exact number, but a great 
number have already put aside funds. 

Senator Hitz. A great number have already put aside funds hoping 
this legislation would be enacted and that the funds under this legis- 
lation would be available so that they might go forward. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Van Styke. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, they are ready to go now. 

Dr. Van Styxe. That is right, Senator. 

(The prepared statement of Dr. Shannon follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Dr. JAMES A. SHANNON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, ON 1957 SUPPLEMENTAL FOR GRANTS FOR 
CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH RESEARCH FACILITIES 


I appreciate having this opportunity to present a statement on behalf of a 
proposed supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 1957 to implement S. 849, a 
bill which provides for assistance to medical research institutions through Pub- 
lie Health Service grants for the construction of research facilities and equip- 
ment. 

That S. 849 has been passed by both House and Senate is certain evidence that 
the Congress is fully aware of the significance of research facilities in the na- 
tional research effort. I do not feel it necessary or appropriate, therefore, to 
restate those convincing arguments which have been presented in support of S8. 
849 by many of my colleagues both within and outside of Government while the 
bill was under consideration. 

It has become increasingly apparent that the progress of research at every 
research institution in the country is not being adequately fostered because of 
their inability to make additional space available for research and for research 
training. 

The need for medical research space is not a new need. It has been noted 
most often, of course, by those most directly affected—the scientist himself, and 
the scientific administrator. In addition, as long as 3 years ago, striking con- 
gressional recognition was given that need when the House Subcommittee on 
Health and Science summarized their views in a preliminary report, saying: 
“In many universities, medical schools and other medically related research 
institutions, the absence of adequate laboratory space is the most important 
single factor restricting the volume and kind of medical research that they can 
undertake. The financial status of medical schools is such that very few can 
finance the construction of buildings from their own funds or other private gifts. 
Federal funds for the construction of laboratory facilities are needed.” 

Since that report 3 years ago, the need for research facilities has grown 
significantly. Then, our main attention, public and professional alike, could 
still be riveted primarily on providing support for research itself. This does 
not imply that research support does not now still have high priority; it does 
mean, however, that 3 years ago our vision was logically fixed on seizing those 
rich research opportunities which had never been exploited, but which awaited 
the kind of exploration Government support has now made possible. While we 
could see that increased research support would ultimately render our supply 
of research manpower and research facilities inadequate, we felt that these 
were problems that could be dealt with successfully over an extended period of 
time. 
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These problems have come on us sooner, rather than later, in part as a result 
of congressional support of medical research at ever-increasing levels. Three 
years ago the appropriation set by Congress for the National Institutes of Health 
in fiscal year 1955 was a little more than $81 million. In fiscal year 1957, the 
appropriation is more than double this sum. While Congress for fiscal year 
1957 has materially increased the funds available for support of research train- 
ing, again the great proportion of this year’s increase is for support of research 
activities. This is to say that in the years immediately ahead there can be a 
crisis in our research attack, resulting from the additional strain on research 
facilities already crowded and outmoded. 

There can be no question that increased funds for support of research in 
the Nation’s institutions will be well utilized. The past is testimony to this 
fact; indeed, the past decade has been the most fruitful in our history in medical 
research achievement leading to the increased health and well-being of the 
American people. In spite of the stresses created by a large increase in research 
funds, therefore, there is no doubt that these stresses can continue to be met so 
that research productivity will continue on a high level of achievement. 

This does not mean that these stresses can be met without difficulty by the 
Nation’s research institutions. At this time, these institutions have two general 
choices in making space available for the burgeoning research effort. First, they 
can derive space from other than medical research programs and thereby, of 
course, seriously affect progress in other important fields. Second, they can 
utilize “undesirable” space, as has been done with greater frequency in recent 
years. By “undesirable” space, I am speaking of cellars and attics, or space in 
buildings far removed from easy access to major scientific equipment, or more 
important, inaccessible to fellow scientists. This kind of space is gradually 
becoming the rule, not the exception, and while it is difficult to measure the 
effects of poor working areas, poor utilization of equipment, and poor commu- 
nication, it must be evident that in some instances research programs can be 
materially slowed. Such makeshift arrangements, moreover, inevitably result 
in less than efficient utilization of funds and this will continue until remedied 
by a large-scale construction effort, such as is envisioned by S. 849. 

We can commence at once to eliminate some of these problems by obtaining 
a supplemental appropriation to implement S. 849. Construction funds granted 
now, however, can provide space for scientists in the immediate future, rather 
than further delaying the availability of these essential resources. Research 
institutions everywhere can begin to carry out those plans already drawn up 
to meet their long existing needs. These plans, you should know, have not been 
made as emergency measures, but are part of the total plan which provides 
for both present and future expansion of research and research training. 

I wish to emphasize here that Federal construction funds will only be supple- 
mental to non-Federal construction funds. The ability of research institutions 
to obtain assistance outside the Government, however, is in good measure con- 
tingent upon Government intentions and action. Favorable action now, in short, 
will call for similar favorable action from non-Federal sources—and will re- 
lease their funds for construction in the present, not in the future. 

In conclusion, I would like to make clear that I would have urged a supple- 
mental appropriation for S. 849 even if our 1957 appropriation had remained 
substantially the same as in 1956. The need for research facilities has been a 
grave one for some time. Our 1957 appropriation, however, intensifies the prob- 
lem. I do not think it unfair to say that broad fulfillment of our research man- 
date from Congress and from the people may be endangered unless research con- 
struction is understaken as soon as possible. 


Dr. SHannon. I wanted to make one statement for the record. We 
have been asked by a number of people: How is it that you can use 
so much money in research if you need facilities so badly? In other 
words, is this a chicken and the egg type of situation. And I would 
like to point out specifically for the record that one of the more dis- 
tressful things that Dr. Van Slyke and I have had to do is to visit 
places where they have superior scientific talent, where they have 
actually chemical benches in the hall, using closets for offices and things 
of that sort, and the work is superb, but we are not giving our scien- 
tists, under the present physical facilities, the real green light to go 
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ahead and produce. They are producing at the present time superbly, 
but under tremendous handicaps. And one of the things that this will 
do more than anything else, I believe, is that it will increase the dignity 
_ the professional research worker and give him a place that he can 
be proud to work in. 
Senator Hiri. And a place where he can do his best work. Is that 

right? 

Dr. SHANNON. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Dr. Shannon, we are most grateful to both you and 
Dr. Van Slyke. 


BUILDING FOR MEDICAL LIBRARY 


Let me ask you this, because you are here for the Public Health 
Service. We in the United States have here in Washington the 
greatest medical library in the world. It is worth far more than 
the gold at Fort Knox, because if any thing should happen that we 
lost. that gold I think we could get some more gold. But as you 
gentlemen well know, many of the wonderful collections in this 
library, if they should be destroyed by fire or flood or water, could 
never, never be replaced. That library is in a building now that was 
condemned 30 years ago. A bill to properly and adequately house 
this library has passed the Senate, has been reported by the House 
Committee on Interstate Commerce, and I am advised it will be passed 
over there before this Congress adjourns. I wonder if there has been 
any request at all of the budget to get some money to start some 
construction for the adequate housing of that librar y. 

Mr. Ketriy. The Public Health Service, Mr. Chairman, has been 
developing an estimate, and as you know, we were trying to take all 
of the legislation that it looked like it might be enacted, and get 
estimates up here on a contingency basis. A deadline was given us 
as to when we had to get material to the on of Budget, and they 
stretched that for us to let us get some additional items in, and we 
understood that the Senate had a deadline when they could receive 
these things, in order that they could consider them before adjourn- 
ment. 

At the time of these considerations, it appeared that the House was 
not going to be able to move during this session on this library, and 
we did not get an estimate into the Bureau of the Budget so that it 
— get up here. 

I did look into the question this morning as to whether or not, under 
this legislation, you would be able to operate until January to carry 
out the operation of the library as it now exists in the existing build- 
ing and do what the House committee requests, that the Board of 
Regents select a site. And it appears that the language of the legis- 
lation authorizes funds already appropriated to be transferred and 
used to carry out the authority in the act, that is, to operate and to 
have the Board of Regents meet; not, of course, to do the architecture 
planning of the building. 

Senator Huu, I appreciate that what you say is true, Mr. Kelly. 
The library, of course, will carry on. But the proposition now is to 
get the building. I wonder if we could not get a budget estimate for 
the plans and the beginning of construction of that building. 
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Mr. Ketiy. Yes, sir. The thought was that if the House bill were 
to prevail, a site was selected by the Board of Regents, we thought 
the Congress might want to consider the budget estimate for planning 
funds when they convened in January, on the basis of the determina- 
tion or recommendation of that Board of Regents, and that is the 
plan we have been following. As I say, it was because of the last 
minute movement on this that we did not get you an estimate. 

Senator Hiri. You did not get a budget estimate. 

Mr. Ketriy. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. Do you think it is possible to get a budget estimate 
at this time? 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes, sir. I think so. 

Senator Hm. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

All right, Mr. Strawser. We are glad to have you here, sir, with 
Mr. Schmidt and Mr. Cameron. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENTS OF J. E. STRAWSER, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE; W. A. SCHMIDT, DEPUTY DIREC- 
TOR, BUILDINGS MANAGEMENT; AND D. E. A. CAMERON, DIREC- 
TOR, BUDGET ESTIMATES, GSA 


JUSTIFICATION 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION, 1957 
(S. Doe. No. 143) 
“OPERATING EXPENSES, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE” 


Appropriation Language 


Operating expenses, Public Buildings Service: For an additional amount for 
“Operating expenses, Public Buildings Service’, $3,500,000. 


General statement 


“This proposed supplemental appropriation is needed to pay the cost of rental 
rate increases, of $2 million, and the cost of additional space requested by agen- 
cies served by the General Services Administration, in the amount of $1,500,000. 
These increased rental costs were not foreseen at the time the 1957 budget was 
prepared” (quoted from President’s transmittal). 

A table which follows sets forth workload, unit cost and performance costs by 
subactivities for the buildings management activity, (1) as submitted to the 
Congress, (2) as appropriated, and (3) as revised to reflect the additional space 
needs and costs in 1957. Additional cost for annualizing wage board rate in- 
creases effected during 1956 are included in the detail, but are deducted based 
on the pending supplemental in H. R. 12138. 


Justification 


(1) Cost of increased rental rates, $2 miillion.—The 1957 estimate included 
no allowance for increased rentals. Existing leases which expired during 1956 
have had to be renewed or renegotiated for continued occupancy at a higher 
rental to compensate lessors for increased costs of servicing, utilities, and upkeep 
of the space. Where numerous leases were for long terms, the additional rental 
rates reflect cumulative wage and other price increases which have occurred 
over a period of 5 or more years. The total estimated annual base rental for 
1957 is now $36,155,781. This is an increase of 5.9 percent over 1956 rentals for 
the same space. The extent of these increases could not be anticipated at the 
time the original budget estimate for 1957 was prepared. 

(2) Cost of increased leased space and related items, $1,500,000.—The annual 
appropriation for operating expenses, PBS for 1957 was reduced below the budget 
estimate to the point where it is necessary to eliminate leased space managed 
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at the close of 1956 costing $1,755,000, or an average of 869,000 square feet on 
an annual basis. Plans for meeting this reduction, almost entirely outside the 
District of Columbia have been underway for some time. 

Appropriation acts for 1957 for other agencies have provided for numerous 
increases in their personnel above that for which space was provided at the close 
of 1956. 

Tenant agencies have notified GSA of the need for 1,674,787 square feet of 
space in addition to that occupied June 30, 1956. Of this total, 645,000 square 
feet will be provided for by working out adjustments within agencies concerned, 
225,894 square feet will be provided through maximum utilization of Govern- 
ment-owned or leased space presently financed, and requests for some 412,700 
square feet must be deferred until 1958. The remaining 391,193 square feet are 
neither avoidable nor deferrable and need to be provided by leasing additional 
space, for which no financing is available. 

This estimate includes $1,274,000 for the cost of leasing such additional un- 
financed space during an average of half of 1957 and $226,000 for the expense 
of moving and space adjustments incident thereto. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Cameron. My name is D. E. A. Cameron, Director of Budget 
Estimates, GSA. 

GSA has an item of $314 million for increased rentals and space for 
1957. 

Ordinarily Mr. Floete, the Administrator, Mr. Medley, the Comp- 
trnller, and Mr. McConihe, the Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
would be here to testify. Unfortunately, they are out of the city at 
the relocation center. They have asked me to express their regret, 
but with me here today is Mr. Strawser, the Administrative Officer 
of the Public Buildings Service, and Mr. Schmidt, the Deputy Di- 
rector for Buildings Management. And I am sure that they can 
fulfill any requests or answer any questions that the Chairman may 
wish to ask. 

COST OF INCREASED RENTAL RATES IN 1957 


Senator Hitt. Good. Now, will you proceed, then, and make a 
little statement as to these items? I notice the first item is the cost 
of increased rental rates. Does this item apply throughout the 
country generally ? 

Mr. Scumipr. That is correct, sir, throughout the United States. 

Senator Hix. And this is where the Government has property 
rented for some agency carrying out some function of the Govern- 
ment; is it? 

Mr. Scumipr. We have under lease some 2214 million square feet 
of space, and this increased rental item applies to those leases which 
expired during the fiscal year 1956, and had to be renewed or renego- 
tiated at a higher rental cost. The higher rentals are due to increased 
cost of labor, utilities, and so forth, for services supplied by the owners 
of the property. 

Senator Hitu. In other words, as I understand it, then, this fund 
would be for increased rentals under contracts, all of which had been 
negotiated and signed since the budget sent in its estimates for rental 
payments for the regular bill, which we passed for this present fiscal 
year. Is that correct? 

Mr. Scumipr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Srrawser. Of the $314 million supplemental estimate, Mr. 
Chairman, $2 million is for the increased rental rates. 

Senator Hitz. I understand that. I notice a million and a half for 
increased leased space and related items. 

Mr. Scumupr. I should like to say here that in many cases these 
leases have been running for 5 or more years, so this increase is the 
cumulative effect of the increased costs to the lessee. 

Senator Hi. What is the average length of one of these leases 
that you now address yourself to? 

Mr. Scumipr. We have authority to enter into leases, firm leases, 
up to 5 years, but many of the firm leases carry renewal privileges for 
periods of 1 year or 5 years, following the expiration of the basic con- 
tract period. 

Senator Hix. You mean a good many of them have that option? 

Mr. Scumipr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hirt. Now, where you have that option, is there a rental 
for the additional time that is usually provided in the original lease ? 








504 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1957 


Mr. Scumipr. There is, and in some cases it will be at a higher rate 
than the original period. In other cases, it will be the same rental 
rate, but when the lease finally expires you have cumulative effect of 
increased costs that are reflected, then, in the new rental, where the 
space has to be continued in occupancy. 

Mr. Srrawser. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that these increased 
rates are on leases where either the lease period or its option have ex- 
pired, and it was necessary to renegotiate the leases. 

Senator Hix. Necessary to renegotiate. And that renegotiation 
has either taken place or the results of it have culminated since your 
regular estimate came in for funds for this purpose. Is that correct? 

Mr. Srrawser. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hm. How many leases are involved here, and how many 
feet of floor space? 

Mr. Scumipr. Well, we have a total of twenty-two and a half mil- 
lion square feet of space under lease, and that involves about 4,400 
locations. 

Senator Hix. That would not apply to all of the 4,400 locations, the 
$2 million. 

Mr. Scumipr. No; not all of those leases would have expired. I 
do not have the exact figure on that with me, but I would imagine that 
it probably approximates 50 percent of the leases. 


MONEY IN FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


Senator Hitz. You have some money now in the first supplemental, 
which is pending. It is in the conference committee of the two Houses 
for increased rental rates. Do you not? 

Mr. Scumipt. No, sir. 

Senator Hn. For what purpose, then, do you have something 
pending ? 

Mr. Scumipr. We have a supplemental in the amount of $3,550,000 
for increased wage rates which would apply to custodial and mainte- 
nance employees in our federally owned and leased buildings which 
the Government operates. In addition to that, the item includes 
$1,300,000 for payments in lieu of taxes. 

Senator Hix. The funds, then, in the first supplemental, now in 
conference, have no relation to these funds here, or the purposes of 
these funds; is that correct? 

Mr. Scumipr. That is correct, sir. 


INCREASED QUANTITY OF LEASED SPACE 


Senator Hin. I see. Now, address yourself a little more to this 
item down here of costs of increased leased space and related items. 
What do you mean by related items? 

Mr. Scumipr. The related items are the moving and space adjust- 
ment costs in taking on this additional property. 

We have requests from the tenant agencies for which we provide 
space in the amount of 1,674,787 square feet of additional space. 
This item of $1,500,000 is to provide 391,193 square feet of space. 
The remaining space in the 1,674,787 is to be worked out in this way: 
645,000 square feet. will be provided by working out additional re- 
quests of some agencies within the space that they now occupy; 
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925,894 square feet will be taken care of in existing properties through 
better utilization of space ; 412,700 square feet will have to be deferred 
until 1958. The remaining portion, 391,193 square feet, is covered by 
this item of $1,500,000. 

Senator Hin. Now, as to this additional space, has the necessity 
for the leasing of this space all arisen here since your regular bill 
passed ? 

Mr. Scumipr. That is correct, sir. They are items that could not 
be anticipated, and the demands of the agencies have been presented 
to us since the preparation of the original estimate. 

Senator Hixx. Is any of this increased space required as a result 
of appropriations or activities in your regular appropriation bill? 

Mr. Scuaapr. Much of this space is due to increased 

Senator Hiuz. When I say “regular bill,” of course, you have the 
leasing for the whole Government, all agencies. So really what I 
should say is the regular bills, all the bills for all the agencies, in- 
creased functions and increased activities that might require addi- 
tional space. Is some of this additional space called for because 
through additional funds provided in some of the regular bills you 
now need this space? 

Mr. Scumupr. That is correct, sir. It is to provide space for the 
additional employment covered by the new appropriation bills. 

Senator Hix. Is there anything else you gentlemen would like to 
add ? 

Mr. Scuminr. I should like to say that this particular item has been 
discussed with the chairman of the Independent Offices Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations in the House, Mr. Thomas. 

Mr. Srrawser. I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman, also, if I 
may, that Mr. Floete, the Administrator and Mr. McConihe, Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings urge favorable consideration by the com- 
mittee of this item. We will be in an embarrassing position if we 
don’t get the item to provide for this additional space and provide 
for the increased rental cost. 

Senator Hii. You spoke about discussing this matter with Chair- 
man Thomas of the Independent Offices Subcommittee of the House 
Appropriation Committee. Do you see fit to express the reaction from 
that discussion? I realize you cannot speak for anyone but yourself. 

Mr. Scumipr. I do not feel qualified to say how he reacted to it. 

Senator Hirx. All right. I am not going to press you on that. 
After all, it is our business to meet our responsibility here. 

Is there anything else you would like to add ? 

Mr. Cameron. I think one thing should be made clear, Mr. Chair- 
man, and that is that these requests coming from the agencies for 
space in excess of what we were providing on June 30 of this year, 
while it largely came out of the new appropriation bills of this year— 
we are only asking the C ongress to provide us money for 25 percent 
of that increase. We are going to have to take care of the rest by 
skillful space management. 

Senator Hm. You are only asking, then, for 25 percent of the addi- 
tional space that you re eally estimate might be needed to meet the 
additional functions or activities as prov ided for in the regular ap- 
propriation bills of the different agencies of the Governme nt. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Cameron. That is correct. 
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Senator Hii. This is only 25 percent, then, of your estimate of the 
real overall need. Is that right? 

Mr. Cameron. That is right. I think it well to show in the record 
we are doing our part to meet the problem. 

Senator Hix. Is there anything else? If not, gentlemen, we want 
to thank you. And thank you for doing your part. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Cameron. Thank you. 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


STATEMENTS OF ALBERT M. COLE, ADMINISTRATOR; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY JOHN M. FRANTZ, AGENCY BUDGET OFFICER; B. W. 
RUFFNER, DIRECTOR, BUDGET BRANCH, PHA; AND KNUTE C. 
BORREGARD, SECRETARY-TREASURER, FNMA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hitt. Mr. Cole, we have the advance copies here of three 
supplementals. And you make whatever statement you have time 
for, and when you have to conclude we will understand fully and we 
will let the other gentlemen go ahead. 

Mr. Core. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
very much the opportunity to present these matters for your con- 
sideration. 

There are three items which we are presenting here today for this 
supplemental appropriation bill. One is an appropriation of $750,000 
for salaries and expenses in connection with the pending flood insur- 
ance legislation. Second is an appropriation for administrative ex- 
penses of the Public Housing Administration of $750,000. And third, 
an increase of $500,000 in the authorization for administrative ex- 
penses of the Federal-National Mortgage Association. 


PENDING LEGISLATION 


Except for a part of the increase requested for the Federal National 
Mortgage Association, the others are contingent upon approval of 
legislation now pending before the Congress, and the suggested ap- 
propriation language made available to you reflects this contingent 
nature of the request; $300,000 of the amount requested for adminis- 
trative expenses of FNMA is necessitated by a workload now being 
experienced, which is very much greater than that expected when the 
budget for 1957 was considered ‘by the Congress; accordingly, this 
much of the figure does not depend upon new legislation. 

So with the committee’s permission, I should like to suggest that 
these items be discussed by the staff, her e, and that I be excused, sir 
unless you want to ask me a question before I leave. 





Senator Hit. No. I understand your situation. I am sorry you 
have to leave us, but I appreciate fully “why you do. 

Mr. Cotx. The committee is very kind. ‘Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Hirn. All right now. Which one of you gentlemen is ‘pre- 
pared to take up these various items? 

Mr. Frantz. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. Frantz, the Budget Officer, 
and if you care to have me do so, I could read the rest of the Adminis- 
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trator’s statement and then respond to any questions you may have 
about the flood program. We have the budget officer of PHA here, 
and the Secretary of FNMA. 

Senator Him. All right. Suppose you go ahead, then, sir. That 
is a brief statement, is it not ? 

Mr. Frantz. Fairly brief; yes, sir. 

Senator Hm. All right, sir. 


FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM 


Mr. Frantz. As the committee is aware, the Senate has passed a 
bill, S. 3782, providing for a new program of insurance against losses 
suffered by ‘individuals, businesses, and State and local governments 
as a result of flood and other related natural disasters. This bill 
is now pending before the House. Inasmuch as legislation may be 
enacted in the closing days of this session and preliminary planning 
for the new program would have to be undertaken immediately, we 
are requesting an appropriation at this time which would become 
available upon enactment of the substantive legislation. 

For the information of the committee, I should like to describe 
briefly the principal provisions of the flood insurance bill. The bill 
would establish a new Federal program of insurance to cover indi- 
viduals, businesses, and State and local governments against losses 
suffered as a result of flood damage, and to reinsure private insurance 
companies which provide acceptable flood insurance. Insurance would 
be limited to $250,000 per insured, and to $10,000 per dwelling unit, 
and would carry certain deductible provisions to avoid troublesome 
small claims. The total amount of insurance and reinsurance under 
the act might not exceed $3 billion, plus an additional $2 billion at 
the President’s discretion. In any event, no insurance would be writ- 
ten covering risks against which other insurance is available on 
reasonable terms. 

The bill requires the establishment of estimated rates which would 
be considered adequate to pay all claims for probable losses over a 
reasonable period of years. The insured would pay insurance fees 
sufficient in the aggregate to cover not less than 60 percent of the 
estimate rate. During the first years of the program, the difference 
between the amount of insurance fees and the losses incurred would 
oe made up by Federal subsidy ; this subsidy is to be derived from the 

$500 million Treasury borrowing authorization provided in the bill. 
An additional subsidy is provided to the insurance program through 
payment of all administrative expenses out of appropriated funds. 
These administrative expenses would include all the administrative 
costs of writing the insurance, maintenance in force, and settling and 
paying claims, even though it may prove desirable to have parts of this 
work done for the Government under contract with private insurance 
agents and adjusting organizations over the country. We believe that 
the maintenance of a large staff of direct. Federal employees can be 
avoided through the use “of contract services of this kind, at some 
saving in administrative cost. 


PARTICIPATION BY STATES 


The Senate bill also provides that, after June 30, 1959, the several 
States shall participate in the subsidy accorded the program. This 
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would work about as follows: insurance would be made available 
after that date (June 30, 1959) only in States which had agreed to 
participate in the program to the extent of one-half of the subsidy 
representing the difference between insurance fees and the estimated 
rate which, as previously indicated, would be sufficient to cover insur- 
ance claims over a reasonable period of years. The State’s participa- 
tion would be paid into the Federal flood insurance fund and become 
available for meeting program losses and claims. 


DIFFERENCES IN HOUSE AND SENATE BILLS 





The bill as reported by the House committee differs in four major 
respects from the Senate version: 

(1) The requirement that the States contribute one-half the sub- 
sidy on all insurance written within their boundaries after June 30, 


1959 has been stricken. f 
(2) A new provision would authorize contracts in lieu of or in tl 
addition to insurance to provide, in the event of flood damage, for 
the guaranty of private loans or the making of direct loans to the t 
owner of the damaged property. i 
(3) Another amendment would permit reduction in fees on certain , 
classes of owner-occupied dwellings. 
(4) The administration of the program would be vested directly ' 


in the Housing and Home Finance Administrator, rather than estab- 
lishing a new constituent agency by law. | 


PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FUNDS 


The present request for appropriation of $750,000 would be used 
to defray the immediate costs of planning and developing the flood 
insurance program. The estimate does not take into account the 
program of direct or guaranteed loans provided for in the House 
amendments to the bill. The Housing and Home Finance Agency 
is opposed to these features of the bill in the House, and continues 
to hone that they will be eliminated in the further consideration of 
the bill by the Congress. The funds would be used to initiate inten- 
sive planning for the insurance and reinsurance programs, provide 
a& minimum initial staff, secure the services of other Government 
agencies and their technical personnel on a reimbursable basis, and 
enter into contracts with qualified private engineers and actuaries as 
consultants in the establishment of the new program. 

It was brought out in testimony before the Senate and House Com- 
mittees considering S. 3732 and related bills that although there is a 
wealth of scattered and previously unrelated information available 
within the Federal Government and elsewhere about the destructive 
nature of floods and damage to property caused thereby, no overall 
study of the feasibility of this tvpe of insurance had been undertaken 
except for one made on a rather limited basis by a gronn of private 
insurance companies in the last few years. It was on the basis of this 
study that the decision was reached that a program of flood insurance 
would require, at the outset at least, Federal support and a real test 
of the possibility of economic soundness. 

It is the purpose of this supplemental appropriation to make it 
possible to bring together the best information and the most experi- 
enced and knowledgeable people in the planning of a sound program 
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of flood insurance. The magnitude of the task cannot even be clearly 
discerned at this time, let alone the precise steps necessary to lead to 
actual program operations in the near future. Therefore, the present 
request must not be considered as necessarily the total amount which 
may be required to complete the planning operation, and certainly not 
as an amount which will permit the new flood insurance program to 
begin actual operations. It will, we believe, be adequate to get the 
job of organization and program "dev elopment under way during the 
current fiscal year; if sufficient progress can be made to warrant such 
action, additional funds may be sought in a supplemental estimate for 
submission during the coming session of the Congress. 


SIZE OF PROGRAM 


Senator Hain. $750,000, of course, is a quarter of a million dollars. 
This bill must sa a pretty big program, does it not? Because 
this is just to set up the program; is it not? 

Mr. Frantz. This is to establish an organization, yes, sir, and to do 
the basic technical and actuarial planning for an insurance program. 
it does not provide, of course, any funds for payments into the flood 
insurance fund itself, or for the payment of claims or losses. 

Senator Munpr. Would that study be contingent upon the passage 
of the bill? Or is it proposed to spend the $750,000 anyhow ? 

Mr. Frantz. No, sir. The appropriation itself is contingent on the 
enactment of the authori izing legislation. 

Senator Hiri. The budget itself makes it contingent to the appro- 
priation. 

Mr. Fran'rz. The appropriation would be null and void if the bill 
failed. 

Senator Hitt. Under the language as suggested by the Budget 
Bureau, if this is not passed and signed by the President it is null and 
void, 

I suppose as to this actuarial business, you do not have any figures 
on this; do you? 

Mr. Franz. Very little, Senator. 

Senator Hu. The figures you would have today from the casualty 
insurance companies would not altogether fit this situation? 

Mr. Frantz. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitz, You have got to really go out and make a new set of 
figures, as it were. Is that right? 

Mr. Frantz. That is sae” There is, as we know, a great deal of 
information, of data, available in the Coast and Geodetic Surv ey, the 
Weather Bureau, the Corps of Engineers, and the private insurance 
companies. But it has never been gathered together and analyzed 
for this purpose. And that would be, we believe, a very large and 
highly technical task. 


PERSONNEL 


Senator Hix. In terms of personnel, what personne] do you con- 
template under this? And could you do some of this by contract; I 
mean, where you have people who are already expert, may the? Ifsuch 
people are available, you might do some of it by contract? Or what 
is your thought about that 4 

Mr. Frantz. That is true, Senator. And I might say that we 
would, in order to move as fast as possible, seek to accomplish as much 
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of this as we could by contract—either by borrowing technical per- 
sonnel from other technical agencies, such as the Weather Bureau 
and the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers, and so 
forth, on a reimbursable basis, or making contracts with private engi- 
neering firms and private actuarial firms to take on specific problems 
as they could be defined, and to come up with solutions for us. 

We have not, frankly, sir, gotten as far in our own thinking at 
this time as to have a definite staff plan, even for the balance of this 
year. It would be our purpose to keep the Washington staff small 
and to look toward operations which ultimately would be carried out 
through the insurance companies, using them as the underwriters, 
and as the staff to process claims and so on. 

Senator Hiti. Was the figure of $750,000 the figure that you re- 
quested of the budget ? 

Mr. Frantz. Yes, sir: that was the figure which we recommended. 

Senator Hiri. And they allowed you the full amount? 

Mr. Frantz. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hitn. Well, you may go ahead, then. 

Have you any questions on this, Senator Mundt? 

Senator Munpr. No further questions. 

Senator Hitt. We will put all of this in the record, you see. 

Mr. Frantz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hinz. I think we have an idea what your first item is for, 
anyway. 

All right. 

Mr. Frantz. Shall I go on? 


Pusitic Hovustna ADMINISTRATION 
LOW-RENT HOUSING PROGRAM 


Senator Hii. Yes; you may proceed. 

Mr. Franrz. The pending Senate and House versions of housing 
legislation contain differing authorizations for the program of low- 
rent housing. Under existing law, there is no authority for the Public 
Housing Administration to enter into new contracts for loans and 
annual contributions after July 31, 1956; however, the size of the au- 
thorization which will be included in the housing legislation ulti- 
mately approved by this Congress is in doubt. The administration 
recommended and continues to urge a program of 35,000 dwelling units 
in new contracts during fiscal year 1957; since final action on this 
year’s bill has not yet been taken, we have based our estimate of addi- 
tional administrative expenses upon that program. 

The estimate of additional expenses is $750,000, which would be 
sufficient to permit the PHA to enter into new contracts for the pro- 
gram of 35,000 dwelling units assumed to be enacted plus any balance 
of the current authorization of 45,000 units which had not been placed 
under contract by July 31. 

Senator Hix. Of course, we have not reached the July 31 date yet, 
but what would be your estimate? Would there be many units not 
yet put under contract, do you think? 

Mr. Frantz. What is the current estimate on that, Mr. Ruffner ? 

Mr. Rurrner. Mr. Chairman, the PHA expects to get the full 
15,000 units under contract by July 31. 

Senator Hiti. By July 31. 
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Mr. Rurrner. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. Frantz. If there are no other questions on public housing, the 


next is the FNMA, 


FEepEerRAL NATIONAL MortGacEe ASssociaTION 
SECONDARY MARKET OPERATIONS 


The current situation in the secondary mortgage market is such that 
the offerings of mortgages to FNMA’s secondary market operations 
exceed in considerable amount the volume upou which the 1957 bud- 
get was based. 

Senator Hiixi. Let me ask you one other question about the $750,000 
in connection with the public housing units. Is that about the aver- 
age expenses you have had within the last few years in connection 
with your units? 

Mr. Frantz. That is the same amount, Senator, as has been sub- 
mitted to the Congress for the same size program—35,000 units—in, 
I believe, the last 2 or 3 years. 

Senator Hix. In other words, you had that amount of money in 
the past for this number of units ? 

_Mr. Franz. Set up for this size program. That is correct; yes, 
sir. 

Senator Hitz. Go right ahead, sir. 


FNMA MORTGAGE PROGRAM 


Mr. Frantz. The 1957 budget was based on total mortgage pur- 
chases in the secondary market of $300 million in 1957; the current rate 
of activity indicates a level more nearly $450 million. A supplemental 
authorization of $300,000 is required to handle the increased volume 
of business. This additional amount will be required regardless of 
the outcome of the pending housing legislation since the workload 
is already being experienced under existing law. 

A further increase in administrative expenses would arise from an 
item in the pending housing legislation. Both the Senate and House 
versions of the legislation include provisions looking toward a reduc- 
tion in the amount of common stock which a seller of mortgages to 
FNMA must buy. Under existing law, a seller of mortgages to the 
Secondary Market must make a “non-refundable capital contribution” 
equal to 3 percent of the oustanding balance of the mortgage ; the pend- 
ing legislation would in substance reduce this ratio to 2 percent. It 
is expected that this reduction would increase the number and amount 
of mortgages submitted for purchase by about $100 million; on this 
basis, a further $200,000 of administrative expenses would be neces- 
sary. The Secretary of the Association is here to answer any questions 
the committee may have on that item. 

Senator Hix. Do you want to finish your statement, or shall we 
go ahead with this right this minute? 

Mr. Franrz. I can read this last paragraph, if you like. 

Senator Hux. All right. Finish your statement, and then we will 
go back to the other. 

Mr. Frantz. The current requests for supplemental consideration 
have been strictly limited to most pressing needs which we foresee 
as a result of legislation pending before the Congress, and we have 
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limited our estimates to the minimum amounts we feel are necessary 
at this time. I should call the committee’s attention to the fact that 
there are a number of other items of pending legislation affecting the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency which are not included in the 
present supplemental request; it will therefore be necessary to sub- 
mit further supplemental estimates in January for such of these other 
matters as may be included in the legislation finally enacted. 

Senator Hitt. Now, I realize that what you might have to submit 
in January may depend in some measure at least upon what legislation 
the Congress passes. 

Mr. Frantz. That is true, Senator. 

Senator Hi. You might however for the sake of the record just 
submit the items which you now think perhaps you have to ask for. 
Then that would at least give us some tentative idea of what you may 
ask for in January. 

Mr. Franrz. Some are in one bill and not the other, and vice versa. 

Senator Hm. If the Senate bill passes, you may need this. If the 
House bill passes, you may need this. You see? 

Mr. Frantz. That is right, sir. We will insert an outline. 

Senator Hitn. All right. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 514.) 

Senator Him. Mr. Borregard, are you going to make a statement 
now with reference to FNMA ? 

Mr. Borrecarp. Yes,sir. Mr. Baughman, the President of FNMA, 
ordinarily would have been here today, but he is absent on this civil 
defense operation. He is out of the city. He did, however, prepare 
a statement which we would like to submit to the committee. And if 
you wish, I shall read it. 

Senator Hiru. Well, how lengthy is it? 

Mr. Borrecarp. Not very long. 

Senator Hix. All right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Borrecarp. This supplemental request is submitted 

Senator Hiri. Let me ask you this question. Is there much repeti- 
tion in that statement and the statement we have just heard? 

Mr. Borrecarp. It is very similar; yes, sir. It covers the same 
ground with a little more detail. 

Senator Hix. Why not put that statement in the record in full, 
then, and summarize it and dovetail it into the statement we have just 
heard? 

Mr. Borrecarp. All right, sir. 





INCREASE IN MORTGAGES OFFERED FOR PURCHASE 


The supplemental request of $300 million in connection with the 
increased purchasing the Association has been experiencing is sup- 
ported by these figures. In April of this year there were 2,960 mort- 
gages offered for purchase in an amount of $29,660,000. In May there 
were 4,430 mortgages at approximately $44,320,000. In June there 
were 4,523 mortgages of approximately $45,230,000. That is an in- 
crease of about 50 percent in May and June over April, and we antic- 
ipate that that level will continue. 

Senator Hirx. Any questions, Senator ? 

Senator Munpr. No questions. 
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Senator Hitz. Is there anything any of you gentlemen would like 
to add here? 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Frantz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to indicate, if I may, that 
the Public Housing Commissioner, Mr. Slusser, also would have been 
present but for this Operation Alert. With your permission, Sena 
tor, we will insert Commissioner Slusser’s statement in connection 
with the PHA item. 

Senator Hi. We will be very happy to have you do so. 

If there is nothing further, we will thank you. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT M. CoLe, ADMINISTRATOR, HOUSING AND HOME 
FINANCING AGENCY 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION ACT, 1957 


Mr. Chairman and Senators, I am pleased to present for the consideration of 
your committee three items of supplemental appropriations and authorizations 
for programs administered by the Housing and Home Finance Agency. These 
items are: 

(1) An appropriation of $750,000 for salaries and expenses in connection 
with the pending flood insurance legislation : 

(2) An appropriation for administrative expenses of the Public Housing 
Administration of $750,000; and 

(3) An increase of $550,000 in the authorization for administrative ex- 
penses of the Federal National Mortage Association. 

Except for a part of the increase requested for FNMA, the items are contingent 
upon approval of legislation now pending before the Congress, and the suggested 
appropriation language made available to you reflects this contingent nature. 
Three hundred thousand dollars of the amount requested for administrative 
expenses of FNMA is necessitated by a workload now being experienced which 
is very much greater than that expected when the budget for 1957 was con- 
sidered by the Congress; accordingly, this much of the figure does not depend 
upon new legislation. 

With the committee’s permission, I should like to discuss each item in this 
supplemental request in the order in which it appears in the justifications and 
explain briefly the need for the increases and the nature of the legislation now 
being considered which occasions these estimates. 


FLOOD INSURANCE 


As the committee is aware, the Senate has passed a bill (S. 3732) providing 
for a new program of insurance against losses suffered by individuals, businesses, 
and State and local governments as a result of flood and other related natural 
disasters. This bill is now pending before the House. Inasmuch as legislation 
may be enacted in the closing days of this session and preliminary planning for 
the new program would have to be undertaken immediately, we are requesting 
an appropriation at this time which would become available upon enactment of 
the substantive legislation. 

For the information of the committee, I should like to describe briefly the 
principal provisions of the flood insurance bill. The bill would establish a new 
federal program of insurance to cover individuals, businesses, and State and 
local governments against losses suffered as a result of flood damage, and to 
reinsure private insurance companies which provide acceptable flood insurance. 
Insurance would be limited to $250,000 per insured, and to $10,000 for dwelling 
unit, and would carry certain deductible provisions to avoid troublesome small 
claims. The total amount of insurance and reinsurance under the act might not 
exceed $3 billion, plus an additional $2 billion at the President’s discretion. In 
any event, no insurance would be written covering risks against which other in- 
surance is available on reasonable terms. 

The bill requires the establishment of “estimated rates” which would be con- 
Sidered adequate to pay all claims for probable losses over a reasonable period 
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of years. The insured would pay insurance fees sufficient in the aggregate to 
cover not less than 60 percent of the estimated rate. During the first years of 
the program, the difference between the amount of insurance fees and the losses 
incurred would be made up by Federal subsidy; this subsidy is to be derived 
from the $500 million Treasury borrowing authorization provided in the bill. 
An additional subsidy is provided to the insurance program through payment of 
all administrative expenses out of appropriated funds. These administrative 
expenses would include all the administrative costs of writing the insurance, 
maintenance in force, and settling and paying claims, even though it may prove 
desirable to have parts of this work done for the Government under contract 
with private insurance agents and adjusting organizations over the country. 
We believe that the maintenance of a very large staff of direct Federal employees 
can be avoided through the use of contract services of this kind, at some saving 
in administrative cost. 

The Senate bill also provides that, after June 30, 1949, the several States shall 
participate in the subsidy accorded the program. This would work about as fol- 
lows: Insurance would be made available after that date (June 30, 1959) only in 
States which had agreed to participate in the program to the extent of one-half 
of the subsidy representing the difference between insurance fees and the esti- 
mated rate which would, as I said before, be sufficient to cover insurance claims 
over a reasonable period of years. The State’s participation would be paid into 
the Federal flood insurance fund and become available for meeting program 
losses and claims. 

The bill as reported by the House committee differs in four major respects 
from the Senate version: 


(1) The requirement that the States contribute one-half the subsidy on all 
insurance written within their boundaries after June 30, 1959, has been 
stricken. 

(2) A new provision would authorize contracts in lieu of or in addition 
to insurance to provide, in the event of flood damage, for the guarantee of 
private loans or the making of direct loans to the woner of the damaged 
property. 

(3) Another amendment would permit reduction in fees on certain classes 
of owner-occupied dwellings. 

(4) The administration of the program would be vested directly in the 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator, rather than esiablishing a new 
constituent agency by law. 


The present request for appropriation of $750,000 would be used to defray the 
immediate costs of planning and developing the flood insurance program. The 
estimate does not take into account the program of direct or guaranteed loans 
provided for in the House amendments to the bill. This Agency is opposed to 
these features of the bill in the House, and continues to hope that they will be 
eliminated in the further consideration of the bill by the Congress. The funds 
would be used to initiate intensive planning for the insurance and reinsurance 
programs, provide a minimum initial staff, secure the services of other Govern- 
ment agencies and their technical personnel on a reimbursable basis, and enter 
itno contracts with qualified private engineers and actuaries as consultants in the 
establishment of the new program. 

It was, I believe, amply brought out in testimony before the Senate and House 
committees considering S. 3732 and related bills that although there is a wealth 
of scattered and previously unrelated information available within the Federal 
Government and elsewhere about the destructive nature of floods and damage 
to property caused thereby, no overall study of the feasibility of this type of 
insurance had been undertaken except for one made on a rather limited basis by 
a group of private insurance companies in the last few years. It was on the 
basis of this study that the decision was reached that a program of flood insur- 
ance would require, at the outset at least, Federal support and a real test of 
the possibility of economic soundness. 

It is the purpose of this supplemental appropriation to make it possible to bring 
together the best information and the most experienced and knowledgeable peo- 
ple in the planning of a sound program of flood insurance. The magnitude of 
the task cannot even be clearly discerned at this time, let alone the precise steps 
which will bring us to actual program operations in the near future. There- 
fore, the present request must not be considered as necessarily the total amount 
which may be required to complete the planning operation, and certainly not 
as an amount which will permit the new flood insurance program to begin actual 
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operations. It will, we believe, be adequate to get the job of organization and 
program development underway during the current fiscal year; if sufficient 
progress can be made to warrant such action, additional funds may be sought in 
a supplemental estimate for submission during the coming session of the Congress. 


PUBLIC HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


The pending Senate and House versions of housing legislation, as you probably 
now, contain differing authorizations for the program of low-rent housing. Un- 
der existing law, there is no authority for PHA to enter into new contracts for 
loans and annual contributions after July 31, 1956; however, the size of the 
authorization which will be included in the housing legislation ultimately ap- 
proved by this Congress is in doubt. The Administration recommended and con- 
tinues to urge a program of 35,000 dwelling units in new contracts during fiscal 
year 1957; since final action on this year’s bill has not yet been taken, we have 
based our estimate of additional administrative expenses upon that program. 

The estimate of additional expenses is $750,000, which would be sufficient to 
permit the PHA to enter into new contracts for the program of 35,000 dwelling 
units assumed to be enacted plus any balance of the current authorization of 
45,000 units which had not been placed under contract by July 31. A repre 
sentative of the Public Housing Administration is available here to answer any 
questions which the committee may have. 


FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 


The current situation in the secondary mortgage market is such that the 
offerings of mortgages to FNMA’s secondary market operations exceed in con- 
siderable amount the volume upon which the 1957 budget was based. The 1957 
budget was based on total mortgage purchases in the secondary market of $300 
million in 1957; the current rate of activity indicates a level more nearly $450 
million. A supplemental authorization of $300,000 is required to handle the 
increased volume of business. This additional amount will be required regard- 
less of the outcome of the pending housing legislation since the workload is 
already being experienced under existing law. 

A further increase in administrative expenses would arise from an item in the 
pending housing legislation. Both the Senate and House versions of the legisla- 
tion include provisions looking toward a reduction in the amount of common 
stock which a seller of mortgages to FNMA must buy. Under existing law, a 
seller of mortgages to the secondary market must make a “nonrefundable capital 
contribution” equal to 3 percent of the outstanding balance of the mortgage; the 
pending legislation would reduce this ratio to 2 percent. It is expected that this 
reduction would increase the number and amount of mortgages submitted for 
purchase by about $100 million; on this basis, a further $250,000 of administra- 
tive expenses would be necessary. A representative of FNMA is here at this 
time to provide the committee with further information if it desires. 

The current requests for supplemental consideration have been strictly limited 
to the most pressing needs which we foresee as a result of legislation pending 
before the Congress, and we have limited our estimates to the minimum amounts 
we feel are necessary at this time. I should call the committee’s attention to the 
fact that there are a number of other items of pending legislation affecting the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency which are not included in the present supple- 
mental request; it will therefore be necessary to submit further supplemental 
estimates in January for such of these other matters as may be included in the 
legislation finally enacted. 

I thank you for your attention and consideration. 





STATEMENT BY CHARLES E. SLUSSER, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC HOUSING 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
discuss with you the request of the Public Housing Administration for a supple- 
mental appropriation of $750,000 for administrative expenses in fiscal year 1957. 

You will recall that, when we appeared before you in April, the Public 
Housing Administration requested an appropriation for administrative expenses 
for the low-rent public housing program in fiscal year 1957. It was then pointed 
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out that our request did not include amounts for administering any new hous- 
ing program which the Congress might authorize this year. 

We estimate that $750,000 will be sufficient to take care of administrative 
expenses occasioned by a new 35,000 unit program during fiscal year 1957. 
This dollar total is identical with the amount set forth in the President’s budget 
for the fiscal year 1957 as being needed for the administrative expenses of an 
expanded low-rent public housing program under legislation to be proposed 
at a later date. The Administration’s program, subsequently proposed, was for 
35,000 units a year for 2 years. 

To assure full protection of the Federal Government’s interest in the pre- 
liminary loan, annual contributions contract, site selection and acquisition, 
project planning, project construction and permanent financing, PHA must have 
a adequate number of professionally trained technical personnel to render needed 
assistance to the local housing authority. Inadequate staff work on any phase 
of the preconstruction, construction or financing of the project may result in 
increased operating costs which will be reflected in the annual contributions 
payments extending over the term of the contract. 

Regional office and central office stall work closely with local housing authority 
staff in all phases of the project development. VHA economists and attorneys 
review and approve the LHA application for a program reservation before it is 
placed on the “Presidential list’? which is approved by the Administrator of the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. The regional office legal section assists 
the LHA in preparing necessary documents for a preliminary loan, and a PHA 
field accountant assists in setting up the required financial records. A PHA 
project planner and a land adviser visit proposed project sites and, when a site 
is agreed upon, the land adviser makes a parcel-by-parcel estimate of the acquisi- 
sition cost. Finally, the regional office staff cooperates with the LHA staff 
in formulating the development program consisting of data on the overall pro- 
gram of the LHA; project site; description of proposed improvements ; estimated 
development cost; and management data including information on estimated 
rents and management costs. Site acquisition is carried on simultaneously with 
project planning and before award of the construction contract. 

The $750,000 supplemental appropriation currently requested is needed princi- 
pally to pay the salaries of architects, engineers, and other technicians utilized 
for planning and preconstruction work on the new housing units. We estimate 
that 1N6 additional positions will be required to carry out the expanded program, 
and it is assumed that these positions will be filled, on the average, for a period 
of six-tenths of 1 year. Further details concerning our estimate of administra- 
tive expenses for the new program in the fiscal year 1957 will be found in the 
Publ'ec Housing Administration’s portion of the combined justification submitted 
by the Housing and Home Finance Agency. 


And now I shall be glad to answer any questions you may have regarding our 
supplemental request. 





STATEMENT OF J. S. BAUGHMAN, PRESIDENT, FEDERAL NATIONAL MorTGAGE 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having this opportunity to discuss the supplemental 
budget request of the Federal National Mortgage Association for fiscal year 1957. 

This supplemental request is submitted because additional administrative ex- 
pense authorization will be needed as a result of (1) expanded activity in 
FNMA’s secondary market operations and (2) anticipated additional activity 
under pending legislation which, if enacted, will result in a reduction of the 
common stock subscription requirements in FNMA’s secondary market operations. 


EXPANDED PROGRAM ACTIVITY IN FNMA’S SECONDARY MARKET OPERATIONS 


When I appeared before your committee to discuss FNMA’s budget estimate 
for fiscal year 1957, mortgage purchases under the secondary market operations 
were estimated at an annual rate of $300 million ; on the basis of actual experience 
during the past 3 months, that estimate was greatly understated. The rate of 
mortgage offerings to FNMA during the past 3 months indicates that purchases 
will be more than $450 million during fiscal year 1957 or an increase of more 
than 50 percent above the previous estimate of $300 million. The following 


tabulation shows the scope of this phase of FNMA’s activity during the last 
quarter of fiscal year 1956: 
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April mortgage offerings totaled 2,966 and approximated $29,660,000. 
May mortgage offerings totaled 4,482 and approximated $44,320,000. 


June mortgage offerings totaled 4,523 and approximated $45,230,000. 


Mortgage offerings for the period above tabulated amount, on an annual 
basis, to more than $450 million. Offering activity has been progressively in- 
creasing and if the number of mortgages offered for sale during only the past 
2 months is used as a basis for estimates, the indicated workload increase during 
fiscal year 1957 will be more than 60 percent greater than the original purchase 
estimate of $300 million. Because of this increase in workload, it is necessary 
to revise our administrative expense requirements. The revised administrative 
expense requirements necessary to administer this additional workload, after 
taking into consideration savings from other programs, is estimated at $300,000. 


Pending legislation relative to reduction in common-stock subscription require- 
ments in FNMA’s secondary market operations 


Both of the housing bills now pending in the Congress—S. 3855 and H. R. 
11742—provide for a reduction in the amount of the FNMA common-stock sub- 
scription, required of those selling mortgages to FNMA, from 3 percent to 2 
percent. If either of these bills is enacted, it is estimated that FNMA will be 
called upon to purchase additional mortgages aggregating $100 million, making 
the total purchases for fiscal year 1957 $550 million instead of $450 million 
anticipated under the expanded program previously described. We estimate 
that an additional administrative expense authorization of $250,000 will be needed 
to perform the additional workload incident to this increased activity 
Travel authorization 

Our estimate for additional administrative expensive authorization under 
the above-described program includes $50,000 for travel. This additional amount 
will increase the present limitation for travel from $150,000 to $200,000. EFNMA’s 
travel-expense requirements are closely related to its program activity; thus, 
when there is an expanded or additional workload activity in the secondary 
market or other operations, there is also need for additional travel authorization. 
Although the estimated increase in program activity for fiscal year 1957 will 
be more than 50 percent, we have, however, limited our request for additional 
travel authorization to only 30 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to assure you that in my opinion, these estimates are 
conservative and represent the minimum requirements of the association for 
fiscal year 1957. 


























Thank you. 
Summary of supplemental estimates, fiscal year 1957 
| Provided in |Supplemental| Revised an- 
1957 act requested nual total 
Sauce | = eneianinatie pene = = ning penser 
Appropriations: 
Flood insurance. - ------ i Sac ; alts ae eees $750. 000 | $750, 000 
Public Housing Administration, administrative expenses__| $10, 500, 000 750,000 | 11, 250. 000 
Total appropriations___._...__- sterile ldapitc shoes 10, 500, 000 1, 500. 000 12. 000. 000 
Increases in corporate authorizations for administrative ex- rn; : | x Oe 
penses: | 
Public Housing Administration, administrativeexpenses!_| 12, 475, 000 750,000 | 13, 225, 000 
Federal National Mortgage Association, administrative | 
SRS 6 oxo ccenenneese dpe sknntasehoorebaskesusnee 3, 775, 000 | 550, 000 | 4. 325, 000 
Total increases in authorizations. ___...........--...- a 16, 250, 000 | 1, 300, 000 | 7, 550, 000 
Increases in limitations on expenses of travel: rot tages gE 
Public Housing Administration, administrative expenses _- (950, 000) (60,000)! (1,010, 000) 
Federal National Mortgage Association, administrative | 
itn Snes bees nangeecthcenbdseueencke suse cumbaiess (150, 000) | (50, 000) (200. 000) 








ee nes Oe Pe, 6 nc nn cec econ. (1, 100, 000) (110, 000) (1, 210, 000) 


1 Adjustment to reffect increase in appropriation, 








ceca aia alain ee 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATES, FISCAL YEAR 1957 
SUMMARY 


This justification includes items of proposed changes in appropriations, author- 
izations, and limitations available for three present or proposed programs of 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. The amounts requested are summarized 
in the foregoing table and justified in the three sections following this summary. 


Availability of funds 


With one exception—an increase of $300,000 in the administrative expense 
authorization of the Federal National Mortgage Association—the supplemental 
estimates included herein would be contingent upon action by the Congress in 
the current session. Two legislative enactments now pending in the Congress 
would require supplemental authorization of funds to carry out their provisions : 
(1) the Federal Flood Insurance Act of 1956 (S. 3732), now pending before the 
House of Representatives, and (2) legislation to amend and extend certain basic 
housing programs of the Federal Government, contained in S. 3855 and H. R. 
11742. 

Because of the limited time remaining in the current session, these estimates 
are being presented and justified to the Senate Committeee on Appropriations 
for inclusion in the pending appropriation bill. 

The several items included in this supplemental request are as follows: 

(1) Flood insurance.—The amount of $750,000 is requested to begin planning 
operations looking toward inauguration of the program of insurance and rein- 
surance against loss from flood damage pursuant to the Federal Flood Insurance 
Act of 1956. This amount would provide for a skeleton initial staff and for 
studies, surveys, and plans necessary before the program can begin operations. 

(2) Public Housing Administration.—An appropriation of $750,000 is requested 
for administrative expenses in connection with the continuance of the low-rent 
housing program. Extension of the present program is contained in both 
versions of the pending housing legislation, although the number of low-rent 
units which may be placed under loan and annual contributions contract differs 
between the two bills. The present request is based upon the assumption of 
enactment of legislation authorizing 35,000 additional units during fiscal year 
1957. A corresponding technical amendment is needed in title II of the Appro- 
priation Act to make these funds available. A further amendment would increase 
the limitation on expenses of travel by $60,000. 

(3) Federal National Mortgage Association.—An increase of $300,000 is re- 
quested in the authorization for administrative expenses of FNMA in connection 
with the expanded secondary market program resulting from current secondary 
mortgage market conditions, together with an increase of $50,000 in the limitation 
on travel expenses. A further increase of $250,000 in the authorization is re- 
quested contingent upon passage of provisions in the pending housing bills which 
would authorize reduction in the mandatory stock-purchase ratio from 3 percent 
to 2 percent of the principal amount of mortgages purchased. 


Other pending legislation 


The supplemental estimates presented at this time are limited to those items 
which will require immediate provision of funds if the pending legislation 
is approved; they have also been limited to the minimum amount of funds 
believed necessary at this time. Several other legislative proposals are currently 
under consideration by the Congress; if additional supplemental requirements 
result from these proposals, they will be presented to the Congress for consid- 
eration with a subsequent supplemental bill at the next session. 


Appropriation language 
“FLOOD INSURANCE 


“For expenses necessary to carry out the Federal Flood Insurance Act of 1956, 
including rent in the District of Columbia; services as authorized by section 15 
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $50 per diem 
for individuals; and expenses of attendance at meetings of organizations con- 
cerned with the work under this appropriation; $750,000: Provided, That this 
appropriation shall be effective only upon the enactment into law of the Federal 
Flood Insurance Act of 1956 (S. 3732, 84th Congress).” 


Availability of appropriation 


The estimated appropriation for salaries and expenses of the Federal flood- 
insurance program is made contingent upon the passage of S. 3732 or simila1 
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legislation during the current session of the Congress. The subject bill was ap- 
proved by the Senate on May 10, 1956 and was favorably reported by the House 
Committee on Banking and Currency on July 17. 
Outline of legislation 
Briefly, the Senate-passed bill would provide for a program of insurance and 
reinsurance, through a new agency of the Federal Government, against loss re- 
sulting from floods and certain other related natural disasters. Insurance would 
be made available to individuals, businesses, and State and local governments 
pursuant to regulations to be issued by the Federal Flood Insurance Commis- 
sioner. The legislation provides that a fee be charged for the insurance not less 
than 60 percent of the “estimated rate” which would be adequate to produce 
sufficient income to pay all claims for probable losses over a reasonable period 
of years—the program thus envisions a subsidy (initially to be entirely defrayed 
by the Federal Government) of up to 40 percent of the “estimated rate,” plus 
administrative expenses. The bill also would authorize the Commissioner to 
enter into reinsurance agreements with private insurance companies. 
The bill as reported by the House committee differs from the Senate bill in 
several respects : 
1. There is no requirement that the States participate in the subsidy, 
as would be required after June 30, 1959, by the Senate bill ; 
2. A provision has been inserted authorizing contracts for guaranteed 
and direct loans subsequent to flood damage ; 
3. The subsidy could be increased for certain classes of owner-occupied 
property ; and 
4. All functions under the act would be vested directly in the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator. 


Vature of the estimate 


The present estimate of $750,000 is requested, at this time to initiate the 
planning necessary in fiscal year 1957 and provide for the beginning staff. The 
requested amount does not provide for undertaking actual insuring operations. 
If on the basis of progress in planning and program development during the 
next 6 months it appears that the initiation of actual insuring operations would 
be delayed without an increase in available funds during this fiscal year, a 
further supplemental appropriation will be requested early in the next session 
of Congress. 

Flood insurance is a field in which very little information is available at the 
present time as to the proper standards for insurance, the appropriate level of 
estimated rates and the fees to be charged for the insurance, and similar matters. 
A privately financed study of the economic feasibility of flood insurance was 
undertaken in 1952 by a group of insurance companies; however, this study 
(although it should prove useful in planning the Federal program) was carried 
only to a point sufficient to indicate that a wholly private program did not appear 
appropriate for private investors. There is undoubtedly a considerable body 
of data pertinent to the proposed program available within the Federal Govern- 
ment, as well as a considerable number of professional employees in other Fed- 
eral agencies (particularly the Corps of Engineers, the U. S. Geological Survey, 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Weather Bureau) whose skills and 
capabilities can be brought to bear on the problem. The budget estimate en- 
visions the temporary utilization of some of the personne! and facilities of other 
Federal agencies, subject to reimbursement. Likewise, to enlist the special 
capabilities of private engineers and actuaries, it is expected that a portion of 
the requested appropriation would be devoted to employment of technical con- 
sultants, under contract, to advise the Commissioner and conduct studies of 
the risk associated with this form of insurance, practical methods for deter- 
mining premium rates, and similar matters. 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES (LOW-RENT HOUSING PROGRAM ) 


Language 


“For an additional amount for ‘Administrative expenses, $750,000 and the lim- 

itation under this head in title II of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 

1957, on administrative expenses of the Public Housing Administration is in- 

creased from ‘312,475,000’ to ‘$13,225,000’ and the limitation thereunder on the 

amount available for expenses of travel is increased from ‘$950,000° to ‘$1,010,- 

000°: Provided, That this paragraph shall be effective only upon the enact- 
80579 —56——34 
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ment into law of legislation authorizing the Administration to enter into new 
contracts for loans and annual contributions after July 31, 1956." 


Swnneary 


Appropriation, Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1957______- $10, 500, 000 
Supplemental appropriation, expanded low-rent housing program 
under pending legislation____ Sia aoe 750, 000 


Revised appropriation, total____ Picea ees eee te 11, 250, 000 
Other available funds, Independent Offices Approprii ition “Ac t, 1957 
(liquidating emergency housing program)-——--~------____-_~_- 1, 975, 000 


Revised authorization, total__- eee 13, 295, 000 
Increase in limitation on expenses of travel___--_-_______-_ eee (60, 000) 


a ee end oe 13. 225, 000 


Additional low-rent housing program 


Under existing law, the Public Housing Administration is not authorized to 
enter into new contracts for loans and annual contributions for additional low- 
rent housing units after July 31, 1956. The budget for fiscal year 1957, as 
submitted to the Congress, indicated that $750,000 would be required in addition 
to the amount provided in the regular appropriation act as administrative ex- 
penses for an additional program under legislation to be proposed at a later 
date. 

The present request for supplemental appropriation is based on the assump- 
tion that pending housing legislation will authorize new contracts for loans 
and annual contributions for not more than 35,000 additional dwelling units, plus 
a carryover of any portion of the current 45,000-unit authorization not used by 
July 31, 1956. The requested supplemental appropriation of $750,000 is needed 
for costs which will be incurred during the current fiscal year in the planning and 
preconstruction work on the new housing units to be authorized. The requested 
amount includes an increase of $60,000 in the limitation on expenses of travel. 

Should a low-rent housing program be approved larger than that upon which 
these estimates are based, additional administrative expense funds will be re- 
quired and will be proposed for consideration in connection with the earliest 
supplemental bill processed at the next session of the Congress. 

The following table shows the progress anticipated during fiscal year 1957 
under the presently authorized program and under an expanded program. 


Number of dwelling units 


Presently Expanded Revised 
authorized program total 
Preliminary loan contract executed. ....-......._-..- aac teased ih 25, 000 25, 000 
Site selected : | 10, 000 25, 000 35, 000 
Annual contributions contract executed... _........----.-____} 25, 000 20, 000 | 45, 000 
Construction started - lea GanGetd yack wae 7 ene eee 25, 000 
Completed for occupancy sp seuicksethdaeiliist ead ietiactana I le 20, 000 
Under management at year end_______._-.----. --..---.------| Oe te 442, 471 


The new work program occasioned by an expanded program is confined during 
fiscal year 1957 to the preliminary stages of activity up to and including the 
execution of annual contributions contracts. 


Staffing 

The increase in staffing required by the new program is mainly for professional 
and technical personnel dealing with development activities. Minimum addi- 
tions to the management staff will also be needed to render technical advice 
and assistance to local housing authorities during the development stages. The 
funds requested in the current supplemental estimates will permit the addition 
of 186 positions for a portion of the year—3s for departmental and 148 in the 
field. Provision has been made for the 186 new positions to be filled at an average 


of six-tenths of 1 year. The staffing table below shows the organizational loca- 
tion of the 186 additional positions. 
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Presently Additional Revised 
June 30, 1957 expanded June 30, 1957 
program 
Departmental staff: Me 
Staff offices 32 32 
Legal Division 42 3 i 
Economics and Statistics Division 18 4s 
Administration Division 109 2 411 
Programs Division 124 2th 150 
Operations Division- -- $5 ; 2 
Subtotal_- 00) 38 738 
Field staff: | 
Regional offices: 
Administration 236 7 24% 
Development 237 121 | 358 
Management 271 14 | 285 
Disposition 61 61 
Subtotal ROA 142 047 
Other field staff: 
Accounting 15 3 | 18 
Auditing 5 107 3 110 
Labor relations 17 17 
Subtotal 139 6 | 145 
I I os nic Sew amccdenees 944 148 1, 092 
Total, staff... -. sadinbing : pebiakes 1, 644 186 | 1, 830 


The increase of $143,000 in funds for expenses other than personal services, 
such as travel, communications, rents, and supplies, is in proportion to the pro- 
posed increase in staffing. 


Authorization language 


“The limitation under this head in title II of the Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act, 1957, on administrative expenses of the association is increased from 
‘$3,775.000’ to ‘$4,325,000’, and the limitation thereunder on cxpenses of travel 
is increased from ‘$150,000’ to ‘$200,000’: Provided, That $250,000 of the fore- 
going increase in administrative expenses shall be available only upon the enact- 
ment into law of the amendments to subsection 303 (b) of the National Housing 
ict, as amended, contained in S. 3855, 84th Congress, with respect to nonre- 
fundable capital contributions by mortgage sellers, or legislation of similar 
effect.” 


Summary 


Available, Independent Offices Appropriations Act, 1957 $3, 775, OOO 
(1) Expanded activity in current program under exist- 
ing law, secondary market operations-___. carimcimnk’ ey Oe 
(2) Estimated additional activity under pe nding legisla- 
tion, secondary market operations_____ 250, 000 
Total additional authorization____-__~~_- _.. 550, 000 
4, 325, 000 
(3) Increase in limitation on expenses of travel , (50, OOO) 
RON Ne ed boii es eae as: _ 4,825, 000 


New and expanded programs—secondary market operations 


On the basis of actual experience for the past 8 months (April, May, and June) 
the workload estimates for the current fiscal year are understated. The budget 
program as presented to the Congress contemplated mortgage purchases in the 
amount of $300 million; currently the rate of offering of mortgages to FNMA 
indicate a purchase volume during fiscal year 1957 in excess of $450 million. The 


revised estimates indicate a net requirement for administrative expenses 
of $300,000. 
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Both the House and Senate versions of pending housing legislation contain 
provisions which would serve to further increase the number and amount of 
mortgage purchases in the secondary market operations. Under existing law, 
each seller of a mortgage to FNMA must make a nonrefundable capital con- 
tribution equal to 3 percent of the balance of the mortgage. The pending legis- 
lation would provide for the reduction of this ratio to 2 percent; if it is enacted, 
it is estimated that FNMA will-be called upon to purchase additional mortgages 
aggregating $100 million. An additional administrative expense authorization 
of $250,000 would be required to perform the additional workload incident to 
this increased activity. 

Increase in travel limitation 

With the additional-~vorkloads as set out above, there will be a related require- 
ment for additional travel funds. Program activity is estimated to increase by 
more than 50 percent; however, it is believed that the additional travel expense 
requirements will total only $50,000, or an increase of 30 percent, making total 
travel expenses in fiscal year 1957 of $200,000. 

Other provisions of pending legislation 


This supplemental request makes provision only for funds to defray the cost 
of operations incident to the workload of the expanded program under present 
law and that which will result in a reduction from 3 percent to 2 percent in the 
amount of common stock subscriptions required of sellers of mortgages to FNMA. 

In the event the pending housing legislation is enacted, FNMA may be required 
to assume additional workloads over and above those provided for in this 
estimate; if this transpires, it may then be necessary to submit a further request 
for an increase in the administrative expense authorization later in this fiscal 
year. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau or INpiAN AFFAIRS 


PAYMENT TO PINE RIDGE SIOUX TRIBE OF INDIANS 


STATEMENT OF FRED H. MASSEY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Senator Hitu. The justifications and a copy of H. R. 5838 will be 
included in the record. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


[H. R. 5838, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To provide that payments be made to certain members of the Pine Ridge Sioux 
Tribe of Indians as reimbursement for damages suffered as the result of the establishment 
of the Pine Ridge aerial gunnery range 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized and directed to pay the sum of $3,500 to the head of each of the one hundred 
and twenty-five Indian families determined by the report entitled ‘Investigation 
of the Pine Ridge Aerial Gunnery Range Taking for the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, United States House of Representatives”, submitted by the 
Department of the Interior on April 10, 1952, in response to a resolution of the 
Committee on Public Lands of the House of Representatives, adopted March 4, 
1950, to have actually been domiciled on August 1, 1942, on the land belonging 
to the Pine Ridge Sioux Tribe of Indians, South Dakota, which was taken by 
the Department of the Army in 1942 for the Pine Ridge aerial gunnery range. 
The Secretary of the Interior shall make such payment of $3,500 to the heirs 
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or devisees of any such head of a family who is deceased. Payment of such sum 
shall be in full and complete settlement of all claims of such Indians and their 
heirs or devisees against the United States for damages suffered as a result of 
being forced to move from their homes, and being forced to relocate and reestab- 
lish themselves elsewhere because such lands were taken for an aerial gunnery 
range and the distribution of funds under this Act shall not be subject to any 
lien, except for debts owed to the United States or to Indian organizations 
indebted to the United States, and shall not be taxable. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to carry out the purposes 
of the first section of this Act the sum of $437,500. 

Passed the House of Representatives June 18, 1956. 

Attest: 

RALPH R. Roperts, Clerk. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Payment to Pine Ridge Siouxr Tribe of Indians 


Pe TINT i sc csissnntnuntene nas Daas ek ls a a 0 
iS a casa an artiaapeniaioviecniie iesaaaiaucaigae 0 
I a chcnmeeaee 0 
I eT a ete ge er amc einem $437, 500 
Employment : 
a aa dra heh gh succes acetal ahha pero 0 
Average number, current appropriation... .....................<.. 0 
Dre aeeOG Fre ORIN ee 8 i einteeemnen 0 
a a capa nts bs veces inie nee essai Sree 0 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPEMENTAL FUNDS 


To provide funds for the payment of claims as reimbursements for damages 
suffered as the result of the establishment of the Pine Ridge aerial gunnery range 
in South Dakota. 


Program and financing 


| 
; Increase (+ 
Program by activities | Presently | Revised or decrease 
available | estimate (—), differ- 
| ence 
Payment to Pine Ridge Sioux Tribe of Indians---.--..........|....---------- $437, 500 +$437, 500 





Obligations by objects 


| Increase (+) 








Object classification | Presently tevised or decrease 
available estimate (—), differ- 
| ence 
| 
11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions..............-..---|-- itimatidawe $437, 500 +$437, 50 


JUSTIFICATION 


H. R. 5838 provides for the payment of $3,500 to the head of each of 125 
Indian families, or to the heirs of such heads of families who are deceased, or 
their devisees who have been determined by Congress and the Department of the 
Interior to have actually been domiciled on August 1, 1942, on the land belonging 
to the Pine Ridge Sioux Tribe of Indians, South Dakota, which was taken by the 
Department of the Army in 1942 for the Pine Ridge aerial gunnery range. 

Payment of the $437,500 (125 multiplied by $3,500) shall be in full and complete 
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settlement of all claims of such Indians and their heirs against the United States 
for damages suffered as the result of being forced to move from their homes 
and being forced to relocate and reestablish themselves elsewhere because such 
lands were taken for this gunnery range. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Hitt, Mr. Massey, will you and your staff have a seat here, 
please, sir? 

This is an item of $437,500 for payment to Pine Ridge Sioux Tribe 
of Indians. Is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Massey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You have a prepared statement; have you? 

Mr. Massey. Yes; I have. 

Senator Hiri. All right. Go right ahead and read the statement, 
please, sir. 

AERIAL GUNNERY RANGE DAMAGES 


Mr. Massry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the sup- 
plemental estimate before you for discussion is necessary to provide 
payments to certain members of the Pine Ridge Sioux Tribes of 
Indians as reimbursements for damages suffered as the result of the 
establishment of the Pine Ridge aerial gunnery range in South Dakota. 

In 1942, the Secretary of the Army selected for use as an aerial 
gunnery range a tract of land on the Pine Ridge Reservation in South 
Dakota, disrupting the lives of some 10.600 Oglala Sioux Indians. Of 
this group, 125 families were ordered to vacate their homes and prop- 
erty in less than 30 days because the land was sorely needed by the 
Army for bombing practice. In spite of a 30-day delay in vacating 
a portion of the reservation required for the gunnery range, the evacu- 
ation was carried out under adverse conditions resulting in consider- 
able hardship and damage to personal property. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


A report entitled “Investigation of the Pine Ridge Aerial Gunnery 
Range Taking for the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States of Representaives,” dated April 10, 1952, describes the 
circumstances surrounding the taking of this land. The report was 
prepared at the request of the House Committee on Public Lands. 
This report is the basis for this estimate which will provide a payment 
of $3,500 to the head of each of 125 Indian families, or to the heirs of 
such heads of families who are deceased, or their devisees. 


TOTAL PAYMENT 


The total payment of the $437,500 (125 families multiplied by 
$3,500) shall be in full and complete sePastsiins of all claims of such 
Indians and their heirs against the United States for damages suffered 
as the result of being forced to move from their homes and to relocate 
and reestablish themselves elsewhere because such lands were taken 
for this gunnery range. And I might add, Mr. Chairman, that H. R. 
5838, that provides for these payments, has passed the House and 
passed the Senate without any amendment, so that we have the au- 
thorization for this appropriation. 
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Senator Hix. Is there anything you would like to add, Senator 
Mundt ¢ 

Senator Munpr. No; except to say that this is certainly a very 
meritorious adjudication which in my opinion is something less than 
what the Indians are actually entitled to, but we have no complaint to 
make at this late date about that. We lost that battle earlier in the 
business. And it is tremendously important, of course, to these people 
who have long been dispossessed that they have this money so that they 
can begin the long postponed period of rehabilitation and readjust- 
ment. 

Senator Hix. And this will settle the matter? 

Senator Munpr. This will settle the matter. This closes the case. 

Senator Hin. Thank you, Mr. Massey, and gentlemen. 


Fisu AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
FISHERIES LOAN FUND 


STATEMENTS OF ARNIE J. SUOMELA, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, FISH 
AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, AND A. W. ANDERSON, CHIEF, BRANCH 
OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATIONS 


Senator Hitt. Mr. Suomela, you are here in connection with the 
estimate of $10 million for the fisheries loan fund. 


The justifications and a copy of the estimate will be included in 
the record. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


“Fisheries Loun Fund 


“For initial capital for the fisheries loan fund, for financing and refinancing of 
operations, maintenance, replacement, repair, and equipment of fishing gear and 
vessels, and for research into the basic problems of fisheries, as authorized by 
lai, $10 million of which not to exceed $250,000 shall be available for adminis- 
trative expenses: Provided, That this paragraph shall be effective only upon 
enactment into law of S. 8275, 84th Congress, or similar legislation.” 

S. 5275 provides for the creation of a revolving fund for loans to the commercial 
fishing industry. This proposed supplemental appropriation will provide the 
capital required for the establishment of the loan fund should the legislation 
be enacted. 


Program and financing 


1956 esti- 1957 supple- 
1955 actual mate mental 
estimate 


Program by activities: Administrative expenses (total obliga- 


$250, 000 
Financing: Appropriation - - _- ‘ ‘ attic 250, 000 
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Administrative expenses by objects 








| | 
1956 esti- ls 1957 supple- 
Object classification |} 1955 actual | mate mental 
| . ae estimate 
| Y ey 
Total number of permanent positions_.____- pew sSNA ENB De hh ah 11 
Average number of all employees-.............-.--.---_--.-.-- a ea S enlgcticaintesibe des ll 
Number of employees at end of year. ..-....-.-...---..-..-.--]-_-..-__- ns Sete bratetenrnaeete iI 
01 Personal services: Permanent positions. ................-.|.---..--.----- a a) $71, 060 
02 Travel___- Pita ce ede database teed tom S dosekedeme ee asa bk Wmntael. 11, 700 
3 Transportation tiene. <=. Nae ee eS ae | 200 
06 Communication services___.______- Se a ee | 1, 500 
SD Ute Me My OE WU seh Winks dds edeeneeetieees 2, 500 
Me EE EE eee a as ee 500 
OF. eeier enreen GT TIONE... «oc ee bcc ie 5 bs tcc e hh kok bebabewede. 157, 000 
Ae I a Ne Sell pade nema te 1,000 
09 Equipment__-_-_-_- See ace tern aise adete hah aecan nthe ieee | 4, 540 
rr ek pee Uk shcainedianisttecsaiens 250, 000 
FISHERIES LOAN FUND 
Supplemental 1957 estimate 
5A eae SOUINNNNN Il eset ndlinancitin acai doems db elitabatlaneerbitiner este na nedectnte $9, 750, 000 
chav MMAR UE ies OE i ih sca i eked bg ned Sst i bs 250, 000 
Betis. Satanic es eee a ches tasted ebcdd oe hs eid a tetepaces 10, 000, 000 


1. Fisheries loan program $9,750,000 


Funds in the amount of $9,750,000 are required to provide initial capital for 
the fisheries loan fund created by section 3 of the act approved 
(Public Law No. , 84th Cong.), to be used as a revolving fund to make loans 
for financing and refinancing of operations, maintenance, replacement, repair, 
and equipment of fishing gear and vessels, and for research into the basic prob- 
lems of fisheries as authorized by said act. The fund will permit extension of 
reasonable financial assistance to those segments of the fishing industry which 
are in distress and unable to obtain loans on reasonable terms. 

It is estimated there will be about 1,300 loan applications in fiscal 1957, of 
which about 400 will be approved. According to information received from 
the Small Business Administration, we may expect to receive approximately 
100 applications for loans totaling approximately $4,500,000 soon after the 
fisheries loan fund becomes available. 

Administrative expenses, $250,000 

Funds in the amount of $250,000 are required for administration of the fish- 
eries loan fund for fiscal year 1957. Of this amount, $103,000 is required by 
the Department of the Interior for establishing policies and criteria for making 
loans; for the necessary handling, examination, and final disposition of loan 
applications ; and the required recordkeeping. The balance, $147,000, is required 
for transfer to the Small Business Administration in payment for financial 
investigation of the loan applications; processing of the loans; collecting pay- 
ments ; and keeping the required records. 

A small unit in Washington will receive loan applications and process them 
in accordance with the responsibilities of the Department which cannot be 
transferred to the Small Business Administration. This unit will have a small 
field staff which will examine loan applications with regard to their fishery 
aspects before forwarding them in Washington. Approved applications will 
be forwarded to the Small Business Administration for investigation by its 
field staff with regard to the financial standing of the applicant. The field 
report from the Small Business Administration and the field report from the 
Department’s fishery field representative will provide the basis for final review 
and approval or rejection of the application by the Department. Approved 
loans will be closed in the field with the applicant by the field representatives 
of the Department and the Small Business Administration with such legal 
counsel as may be required. 

It is estimated there will be about 1,300 loan applications in fiseal 1957, of 
which about 400 will be approved. 
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Fisheries loan fund, fish and wildlife service 


A. STATEMENT OF SOURCES AND APPLICATION OF FUNDS 


1955 estimate 1946 estimatc 


FUNDS APPLIED 
lo operations: 
Acquisition of assets: Loans made 
Expenses: Administrative expenses 


Total applied to operations 
fo financing: Increase in Treasury cash 
Total funds applied__- 
FUNDS PROVIDED 
operations 
Realization of assets: Loans repaid 
Income: Interest on loans_- 


Total provided by operations 
By financing: Appropriation_.-- 


lotal funds provided 
EFFECT ON RUDGET EXPENDITURES 


Funds applied to operations 
Funds provided by operations 


Net effect on budget expenditures 
lhe above are charged or credited (—): 


lo budgetary authorizations_- 
lo net receipts of the fund 


B. STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSE 


Income: Interest on loans 
Expenses: Administrative expenses 


Net loss (—) for the year 


C. STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL CONDITION 


ASSETS 
lrrent assets 
Cash with Treasury 
Loans receivable 
Total current assets 
INVESTMENT OF U. 8S. GOVERNMENT 
Principal of fund: 
Appropriation - - 
Deficit 


lotal investment of U. S. Government 


STATUS OF AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


1957 


pplemental 


estimate 


$0, 750, OOO 


vy) OO) 


10, G00, O00 
130, 000 


10, 130, 000 


100, OOO 
30, 000 
130, 000 


1 


, 000, 000 


10, 130, 000 


10, 000, OOO 
130, 000 


Fr 


O00 


10, 000, 000 
— 130, 000 


330, 000 
250, 000 


— 220), 000 


$130, 000 
9, 650, 000 


9, 780, 000 


1 


, 000, 000 
220), 000 


, 780, 000 


Senator Hin... This estimate is contingent upon the enactment into 
law of S. 3275 or other similar legislation. What is the status of that 


bill now. if I may ask ? 
Mr. Svomeua. That is in conference, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Hitx. The bill is in conference? All right. You have a 


prepared statement, I believe. 
Mr. Svuomena. Ihavea very short statement. 
Senator Hitt. You may proc ‘eed then, in your own way, sir. 


Mr. Suome.a. My name is Arnie Suome ‘la, Associate Director of the 


Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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[ am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee in support of supplemental estimate in the amount:of $10 
million for the establishment of a fisheries loan fund. 

Of the amount requested, $9,750,000 will provide initial capital for 
the fisheries loan program, which will be used as a revolving fund to 
make loans for financing, and refinancing of operations, maintenance, 
replacement, repair, and equipment of fishing gear and vessels, and 
for research into the basic problems of fisheries. It will permit exten- 
sion of reasonable financial assistance to those segments of the fishing 
industry which are in distress and unable to obtain loans on reasonable 
terms. 

An estimate of $250,000 is also included to cover the cost of admin- 
istration of the fisheries loan program for the fiscal year 1957. Of this 
amount $103,000 is required by the Department of the Interior for 
establishing policies and criteria for making loans; for the necessary 
handling, examination; and final disposition of loan applications: and 
the required record keeping. The balance, $147,000 is required for 
transfer to the Small Business Administration in payment for finan- 
cial investigation of the loan applications; processing of the loans: 
collecting payments: and keeping the required rec ords. 

Mr. Anderson, Chief of our Branch of Commercial Fisheries, will 
be glad to discuss pertinent details with respect to the need for this 
fund or to answer any questions relative thereto. 


TYPE OF LOANS 


Senator Hits. Well, now, what will be the type of these loans? 
Give us some illustrations of these loans. 

Mr. Anpverson. I am A. W. Anderson, Chief of the Branch of Com- 
mercial Fisheries, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

These loans could be for replacement of vessels, for maintenance 
and operation of vessels, for replacement of gear, and for other loans 
of that type, limited particularly to vessel operations only. 

Senator Hitz. Is this for commercial fishing ? 

Mr. Anperson. For commercial fishing. 


SIZE OF REVOLVING FUND 


Senator Munpr. Is this an initial contribution to this revolving 
fund? Or is this the size of the eventual revolving fund itself? 

Mr. Suomena. This is the size of the eventual revolving fund. 

Senator Munpr. This will be a $10 million revolving fund? 

Mr. Suome.a. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. They pay interest on these loans, do they? 

Mr. Suometa. Yes. 

Senator Hii. What will be the interest ? 

Mr. Svomea. It will bear not less than 3 percent interest. 

Senator Hitz. These are questions I suppose the legislative com- 
mittee has gone into. I just wonder why we are going into the loan 
business for fishing, for commercial fishing. Do the people who own 
and operate these boats have difficulty in securing loans at reasonable 
rates of interest from private lending concerns? 
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DISTRESS AREAS IN FISHING INDUSTRY 


Mr. Suometa. Mr. Chairman, we have several distress areas in 
the fishing industry. One is in the Northwest, having to do with our 
Otter Craw] Fishery. The second is involved in our tuna fishing fleet. 
And the third area is in the New England area. And most of the dis 
tress is apparently from imports. 

I think as to the other phases of the requests for loans, Mr. Ander 
son probably could answer the detail on that question. 

Mr. Anverson. Well, the loans are limited to ap plicants who have 
been refused a loan at reasonable rates of interest. There are, as Mr. 
Suomela says, 2 number of distressed areas. These fishing vessels, 
vessel owners, fishermen, have found it difficult to compete because 
of imported fishery products and also because of competing domestic 
fishery products. 

The situation has been in existence for quite some time, to the extent 

that very few new fishing vessels have been built. We just have not 
been able to finance them. Where the -y can get loans, the terms are so 
short that the loans have to be refinanced rather promptly, and in 
the fishing industry they are not able to handle them in a short period 
of time. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR SMALL BUSINFSS LOANS 


Senator Hitt. Now, we have of course the Small Business Admin- 
istration, which was set up to make loans at low interest rates to small 
business. Would the fishermen here be eligible for loans under that? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. That is one thing that brought up this legis- 
lation. They have attempted to make use of the Small Business Ad- 
ministration, but it has not worked out satisfactory. Their criteria 
are such that they can make few if any fishery loans. 

We have conferred with the Small Business Administration in the 
matter of handling the bookkeeping of the loans. They told us they 
have 100 applications from New England on file at the moment. They 
are trying to process three of them in sort of a pilot process, and they 
doubt that they can even approve those. 

Senator Hity. You mean they do not meet the requirements of the 
act ¢ 

Senator AnpEerson. The Small Business Act. That is right. 

Senator Hint. Tell us, then, will these be long-term loans? And 
also, what security will the Government have for these funds? 


CRITERIA FOR LOANS 


Mr. ANpERSoN. Well, the Government will have set up criteria for 
these loans. That will have to be determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior under the act. There are certain limitations. They must 
pay not less than 3 percent interest. The loans cannot be for longer 
than 10 years. 

Senator Munpr. Is it proposed to handle the administration of these 
loans through the field offices of the Small Business Administration, 
or is the Fish and Wildlife Service going to establish branch banking 
operations all over the country ? 

Mr. Anperson. No. It will be handled through the Small Business 
Administration. The Department of the Interior will handle only 
what you might call the technical fishery aspects of it. 
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ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES 


Senator Munpr. How many new administrative employees do you 
envision for the Fish and Wildlife Service as a consequence of this? 

Mr. Anprerson. We envision only 11. 

Senator Munpr. The rest of it will be handled by Small Business? 

Mr. ANperson. By Small Business, yes. The bulk of the funds, 
administrative funds, almost $150,000 of the $250,000, are requested 
for transfer to the Small Business Administration. 

Senator Hii... Transfer from Interior to the Small Business Ad- 
ministration ? 

Mr. Anperson. That is right. 


ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


Senator Hinn. You are not asking for any additional administrative 
funds here? 

Mr. ANpDERSON. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. It comes out of the $10 million. 

Senator Hix. Oh, it comes out of the $10 million. You are not 
asking for anything in addition to the $10 million ? 

Mr. Suomera. No, indeed. 

Senator Hiti. The $10 million, then, includes the loan funds and 
the administration. 

Mr. Svomena. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. How many new positions are involved in this? 

Mr. Suomena. Eleven. 

Senator Munpr. In Fish and Wildlife. Will there be any new 
positions in Small Business? 

Mr. Suometa. I doubt it very much, Mr. Mundt. 

Senator Hitt. Of course, commercial fishing is an old industry in 
America. They have been fishing off the coast “of New E ngland since 
before the days of the Rev olution. Have they always had trouble 
financing it, or is there anything that has entered into this picture that 
has changed the economics of the situation ? 

Mr. Svomera. The flow of imports, as Mr. Anderson just men- 
tioned, caused the distress in the picture. 


TARIFF PROTECTION 


Senator Munpr. Why would it not be easier and cheaper to put 
some tariff protection behind our domestic fleets? 

Mr. Anperson. I might say the New England industry, for one, has 
instituted I believe 3 or 4 escape clause actions. They have one in 
process right now. And it has never ended up where they got any 
additional tariff protection. Usually it has been the other way. 

Senator Munpr. I do not imagine our free-trading chairman would 
like to have you discuss tariffs at any great length. But it seems to 
me we run constantly into the problem of one segment or another of 
our industry. Now it is cotton, and he may be coming over on our side. 

We get a lot of imports, and so we say, “We will just subsidize this 
industry, so that we can still take care of our foreign friends.” It gets 
pretty expensive after a while. We have it on minerals, we have it on 
agriculture, and we have it now on fisheries. It is going to spread I 


think unless we adjust our tariff policies a little more realistically to 
the economics of the situation. 
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SIZE OF INDUSTRY 


Senator Hitt. What would you say is the size of the industry that is 
involved here, in terms of dollars and cents? How big an industry is 
t¢ And what can you say as to the number of people employed in this 
ndustry 4 

Mr. ANDERSON. There ure about 60,000 fishermen. When you count 

shore workers and their families and those that are more or less 
directly connected, it is close to 300,000. When you count the allied 
industries, they usually speak of 500,000 people involved. And the 
industry in terms of products and things of that sort produced pro 
cesses about a billion dollars worth of fishery products each year. 

Senator Munpr. Then when you count all the people who either eat 

fish or do not like fish, and it gets up to about 175 million, it gets to 
be pretty important, | must admit. 

Mr. Anprrson. And I must say there are about 12,000 motor vessels 

over 5 tons involved and close to 50,000 motorboats. 

Senator Munpr. I noticed you did not mention the Great Lakes. 

Mr. ANprerson. The Great Lakes would be included also. 

Senator Hin. What about the Gulf ? 

Mr. SuomExta. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Anperson. The shrimp industry ts very much interested in this. 

Mr. Suomena. Mr. Chairman, we are just outlining now what are 

the most distressed areas. 

Senator Munpr. You say the bill is now in conference ¢ 

Mr. Suomena. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What are the differences that are holding 

conference 4 

Mr. Anperson. Nothing with regard to the loan fund. 

Senator Munpr. I mean about the bill itself. 

Senator Hitt. The conferees have not met ? 

Mr. Svometa. The conferees are meeting now, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hint. That is a bill that carries more than this. I think. 

as I recall, Senator, that carries a good deal more than just this 
revolving loan fund. 

Mr. Suomena. Yes. This is conditional on final enactment of the 

legislation, and the language will so be in the appropriation act. 

Senator Hint. Any other questions, Senator Mundt ? 

We have one more item, for the Maritime Administration. Senator 

Holland is coming down to be present for that item, and we will stand 
in recess until he comes. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Maritime Acriviries 


STATEMENTS OF GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION; OSCAR H. NIELSON, DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET 
OFFICER; CLARENCE G. MORSE, MARITIME ADMINISTRATOR; 
WALTER C. FORD, DEPUTY MARITIME ADMINISTRATOR; J. J. 
McMULLEN, CHIEF, OFFICE OF SHIP CONSTRUCTION AND RE- 
PAIR; RICHARD P. GODWIN, ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR, 
DIVISION OF REACTOR DEVELOPMENT, ATOMIC ENERGY COM- 


MISSION; AND LOYAL C. FISHER, BUDGET OFFICER, MARITIME 
ADMINISTRATION 


NUCLEAR-POWERED MERCHANT SHIP 


Senator Hotianp. The next item for consideration is a request in 
the amount of $22 million for “Ship construction” for the design, out- 
fitting, and preparation for operation of a nuclear-powered merchant 

ship. The language provides that this paragr aph shall be effective 
upon enac tment into law of H. R. 6243, 84th C ongress. I am informed 
that the conference report on H. R. 6243 reconciling the House and 
Senate versions of that bill is being written at this moment. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


At this point there will be placed in the record the language request- 
ing the appropriation as well as the justifications im support of the 
request furnished by the Department of Commerce. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


SHIP CONSTRUCTION 


“For an additional amount for ‘Ship construction’, for design, construction, 
outfitting, and preparation for operation of a nuclear-powered merchant ship, 
$22,000,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, That the limitation 
inder this head in the Department of Commerce and Related Agencies Appropria- 
tion Act, 1957, on the amount which may be transferred to ‘Salaries and expenses’ 
for administrative and warehouse expenses for the current fiscal year is increased 
from ‘$1,115,000’ to ‘$1,315,000°: Provided further, That this paragraph shall be 
effective only upon enactment into law of H. R. 6243, Eighty-fourth Congress.” 

The construction of a nuclear-powered merchant ship would be authorized by 
H. R. 6243. The atomic reactor and propulsion machinery for this ship would 
be financed by the Atomic Energy Commission. This proposed supplemental 
appropriation is needed to provide for expenses of the Maritime Administration 
in connection with the design and construction of the hull, crew training, and 
ndministration of its part of the program. 

The amount of the supplemental is based on the construction of a combination 
passenger-cargo ship and would be more than sufficient to cover the costs of either 
a tanker or a dry-cargo ship hull. 


SuHrip CONSTRUCTION, REQUEST, $22 MILLION 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


This appropriation request is submitted in support of H. R. 6243 subject to 
action by the Congress. This bill provides for the authorization of an appro- 
priation for the construction, outfitting, and preparation for operation, including 
training of qualified personnel, of a nuclear-powered merchant vessel. 

The estimate is based on the assumption that the Atomic Energy Commission 
will budget for procurement and installation of the entire propulsion plant, and 
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the appropriation requirement therefor is excluded from this request. Funds are 
requested to provide for expenses of the Maritime Administration in connection 
with the design and construction of the ship, crew training, fuel handling and 
safety studies, and administrative expenses of the program. Construction of this 
ship will provide experience of great value to the future development of the 
American merchant marine. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The objective of this project is to develop the commercial potential of atomic 
power for merchant-ship propulsion. To accomplish this, it is planned to con 
struct a combination cargo-passenger ship with accommodations for up to 100 
passengers, utilizing the most advanced type of nuclear powerplant available. 
It is estimated that the project can be completed in 3% years. The experience 
to be gained will be invaluable in resolving problems of nuclear propulsion for 
inerchant vessels. Important data will be developed on operating reliability, 
the length of service of various components of the reactor, the operating char- 
acteristics of a nuclear propulsion plant for best performance, and the type of 
crew training required. This construction and operating experience will shorten 
the time for reaching the ultimate goal of providing economically competitive 
iuclear-powered merchant ships. 

The estimate for this item consists of: 

1. Construction contracts___________. 1 ao a _ $17, 000, 000 
~. Design and working plans » oe ; pe 3, 000, 000 
3. Training of ship-operating crew_ a _ ; SOO, OOO 
t. Fuel handling and safety_____- Joa Se os 200, OOO 
>. Administrative expenses____- ae a 1, 000, 000 


"Te ea eRe 5 : . <teicutmain tly a ee 
1. Construction contracts, $17 million 


It is estimated that $17 million will be required to construct and outfit the 
proposed nuclear-powered ship, exclusive of the entire propulsion plant, which 
it is assumed will be financed by the Atomic Energy Commission. The estimate 
contemplates construction of a combination passenger-cargo vessel with accom- 
modations for up to 100 passengers. It is to be powered by a nuclear-reactor 
system developed especially for commercial operation. The estimated cost of 
constructing this vessels is based on current cost estimates for conventional 
ships of comparable characteristics, and, gives effect to variances necessitated 
by the nuclear powerplant. Approximately 314 years will be required to com- 
plete the project. 

2. Design ayd working plans, $3 million 

The design of a nuclear-powered ship will present a considerable number of 
new problems for such items as the ship’s weight, stability, arrangements, sery 
ices, outfitting, ete., all of which will require extensive investigation, especially 
as regards shielding. Development of working plans, contract plans, and speci 
fications for an entirely new ship of this type will involve considerable engineering 
development and preparation of a multitude of detailed plans. It 


is estimated 
that $8 million will be required for this purpose. 


Training of ship operating ere, $800,000 

Nuclear-powered merchant ships will require shipboard technicians specially 
trained in this new field. The training program proposed herein is necessary to 
assure the availability of a competent crew to operate the new ship. This 
program, together with actual operating experience, will be of benefit in deter- 
mining crew requirements and type of training required for the nuclear mer 
chant fleets of the future. Training of the crew will be conducted at Atoniic 
Energy Commission powerplants, at the plants of machinery manufacture) 


s, and 
on the ship as it progresses under construction. 


». Fuel handling and safety, $200,000 

Replenishment of fuel aboard ship and disposal of waste products, as well as 
highly specialized safeguard requirements both at sea and in port, will require 
considerable investigation in order to successfully initiate the use of nuclear 
propulsion for merchant shipping. This is an area for which there are no 
standards and no background to draw upon. Studies must be made on process- 
ing and handling fuels, necessary shoreside facilities, special port regulations 
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as may be required by the various authorities, and for the safety and health of 
the crew. Funds in the amount of $200,000 are required for this purpose. 
5. Administrative expenses, $1,000,000 

The annual appropriation for 1957 makes no provision in the salaries and 
expenses fund for administrative expenses which will be required in connection 
with this construction. These expenses are estimated at $1 million through 
completion of the program. This will provide for additional personnel require- 
ments in the Washington and field offices and other objects of expense such as 
travel, communication services, ete. 

Of the $1 million requested for the life of the program, $200,000 will be 
required for obligation in 1957 with the balance remaining available for obliga- 
tion in subsequent years. It is therefore necessary to request that the limitation 
under this head in the Department of Commerce and Related Agencies Appro- 
priation Act, 1957, on the amount which may be transferred to “Salaries and 
expenses” for administrative and warehouse expenses for the current fiscal 
year be increased by $200,000. 


Sure Construction, MARITIME ACTIVITIES, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Program and financing 


| Increase (+ ' 
Presently | Revised | or 
available estimate | decrease (—), 
difference 


PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES 


1. Construction-differential subsidy -_-- $103, 585, 000 | $103, 585, 000 

2. Construction of prototypes a | 10, 500, 000 10, 500, 000 |_.-._- 

3. Acquisition of tankers Es ncaeoasas aelre Sree ater ei 

4. Acquisition of replaced ships. ie aR 23,000,000 | 23,000, 000 

5. Research and development_- i : ; 6, 800, 000 | 6, 800, 000 i 

6. Nuclear ship construction and design 18, 000,000 | +$18, 200, 000 

7. Administrative and warehouse expenses 1, 115, 000 1,315, 000 +-200, 000 
Total obligations... oe 145, 000, 000 163. 200, 000 +18, 200, 000 

FINANCING 

Unobligated balance brought forward .-.----' —77, 550,000 | —77, 550, 000 ss 

Unobligated balance carried forward i 15, 250, 000 19, 050, 000 +3, 800, 000 
Appropriation - - 82, 700, 000 104, 700, 000 +22, 000, 000 


Obligations by objects 


Increase (+ 





Presently Revised or 

available estimate decrease (—), 

difference 

07 Other contractual services - - - - emis acai i $1, 700, 000 $1, 900, 000 +$200, 000 

Services performed by other agencies__-.------- 1, 515, 000 1, 715, 000 +210, 000 

09 Equipment. ; ‘ ‘ ; - 38, 200,000 | 56, 000, 000 +17, 800, 000 

11 Grants, subsidies, and contributions-..........-..----.-.-. 103, 585, 000 a 

Total obligations___- ed a aha die PO 145, 000, 000 | 163, 200, 000 +18, 200, 000 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

Senator Hlortanp. We have present Mr. George T. Moore, the i 
Assistant Secretary for Administration, Administrator Clarence G. ‘ 


Morse of the Maritime Administration, Mr. Nielson, the Budget 
Director, and their associates. Mr. Richard P. Godwin of the Atomic 
Energy Commission is also here. 

Mr. Moore, you may proceed. 

Mr. Moorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you said, we under- 
stand that this bill is coming out of conference today. 


een. 


: 
' 
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We are here asking for a supplemental on ship construction for the 
Maritime Administration. The proposed supplemental appropric 
ion is needed to provide for expenses of the Maritime Administration 
n n connection with the design and construction of the hull, crew train 

g, and administration of its part of the program. 

"Phe amount of the supplemental is based on the construction of a 
ombination passenger-cargo ship and would be more than sufficient 
to cover the costs of either a tanker or a dry-cargo ship hull. 

The atomic reactor and propulsion mac thinery for this ship will be 
inanced by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The Maritime Administrator, Hon. Clarence Morse, is with us, as 
well as the Deputy Maritime Administrator, Adm. Walter Ford, and 
Mr. Richard P. Godwin, Assistant to the Director, Division of Re 
ctor Development, Atomic Energy Commission. 


AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 


Senator Hottanp., Let me ask you a question or two. | have not 
seen the bill. In its conference form, does it provide for an appro 
priation in this amount of $22 million ? 

Mr. Nietson. Mr. Chairman, I have a couy of the bill. There is 
no indication as to the amount of funds. It is just the authority, it 
reads, “There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, the Maritime Administration, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission, such sums as may be necessary, to remain avail 
able until expended.” We understand that the bill is in conference. 
and that the conference report is now being written. 


FUNDS CONTINGENT ON ENACTMENT OF H. R. 6245 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Morse ? 

Mr. Mors... Senator, I have a brief statement which I will, if you 
wish, read for the record. 

This request for supplemental funds is based on the assumption 
that legislation authorizing the construction of a nuclear ha ‘red mer- 
chant ship will be approved during the current session of the Congress. 
You will note that the appropriation language, as submitted, includes 

proviso making this appropriation available only upon the enact- 
ment of H. R. 6243. This bill, as amended by the Senate, would 
authorize the construction of one nuclear-powered merchant ship with 
the Maritime Administration and the Atomic Energy Commission 
jointly responsible for financing its construction. 

The authorizing legislation has been the subject of a conference 
committee to resolve differences between the Senate and House bills 
The report of this conference committee is not yet available and 
therefore we are unable to state, at this time, the exact degree of 
responsibility of each agency. 


RESPONSIBILITY SHARED WITIHL ATOMIC ENERGY COM MISSION 


For purposes of developing this supplemental request it was as 
sumed that Maritime Administration will be responsible for cor 
struction of the hull, including auxiliary machinery; for training of 
the crew; and for preparing the ship for operation with the Atomic 
Energy Commission furnishing the reactor and the propulsion ma- 
chinery. 


£0579-—56 35 
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Our supplemental request of $22 million is predicated on this dis- 
tribution of responsibility. The estimate provides $17 million for 
the hull and auxiliaries, $3 million for design and working plans, 
$800,000 for training the necessary technicians for operating the vessel, 

200,000 for fuel hi indling and safety, and $1 million for administra- 
tive expenses incident to construction of the ship. No funds are re- 
quested for the reactor or the propulsion equipment since it is assumed 
funds available to the Atomic Energy Commission will be used for 
thisequipment. In the event the legislation as finally enacted provides 
that the Maritime Administration furnish the propulsion machinery 
some additional funds will be required. 


PROPULSION MACHINERY 


Senator Hornnivanp. Just a moment. Does propulsion machinery 
? 


include the screw 4 

Mr. Morse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horttanp. In other words, what machinery will the Com- 
merce Department be responsible for, other than the auxiliary equip- 
ment such as that used in handling cargo and the like ? 

Admiral Forp. Evaporator, generators, and various other auxiliary 
equipment. 

Senator Hotnanp. But the actual shaft and the turbines and all 
of the propulsion equipment, whether it is convention or not, will be 
left to the Atomic Energy Commission to finance, will it not ? 

Admiral Forp. That is our understanding at present, sir. 

Senator Honnanp. One more question. Do not the two processes 
have to go along at the same time / 

Mr. Morse. We can dovetail the building of the ship with the con- 
struction and installation of the propulsion machinery. There is no 
real problem on that. 


Senator Hornanp. But the installation of the propulsion machinery 





will have to come while the ship is in construction ? ; 
Mr. Morse. Oh, yes. ; 
Senator Hotianp. So that this appropriation even if made would ; 
be méaningless for this purpose unless it was accompanied by an ade- ; 
quate appropriation for the Atomic Energy Commission to contem- i 


poraneously go ahead with its part of the construction; is that correct ? 
Mr. Morse. That is my understanding, unless they have other funds 
which could be utilized for that purpose. 
Senator Hortianp. All right. 


FUNDS FOR PROPULSION MACHINERY 





Mr. Morse. We estimate about $3 million for the propulsion machin- 
ery; so that if the Atomic Energy Commission does not have funds 
for the propulsion machinery exclusive of the reactor, our require- 
ments would have to be upped about $3 million. 

Senator Hortann. In other words, in the event that AEC would be 
responsible only for the power part of the machinery, you could sup- 
ply the rest of the propulsion machinery for an added appropriation 

of $3 million. 

Mr. Morse. Yes, sir. Their obligation would be reduced by $3 mil- 
lion, and ours would be increased by $3 million, under that basis. 


| 
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Senator Horzianp. All right. 
Mr. Morss. Continuing, now: 


PASSENGER AND CARGO VESSEL 


[t appears to be the desire of the Congress that the first nuclear- 
powered merchant ship be a commercial type capable of carrying pas- 
sengers as well as cargo. We have, therefore, based our estimate on 
the cost of constructing a combination passenger-cargo ship having 
accommodations for approximately 100 passengers. ‘Tentative plans 
provide for a ship of 595 feet overall length and 12,000 deadweight 
tons. Shaft horsepower will be 20,000 and the sustained sea speed 
would be 20.5 knots. Some modification of these characteristics may 
become necessary during development of the reactor and propulsion 
machinery. 


SPECIAL DESIGN PROBLEMS 


Our estimate of cost of constructing the hull is based on experience 
in the cost of ships of comparable size. The estimate of design cost 
is also based on experience but takes into account the special design 
problems created by the need for shielding and safety devices. The 
estimate for crew training contemplates the enrollment of a training 
complement of sufficient size to assure the training of one complete 
crew. We have been advised that an attrition rate of approximately 
50 percent can be expected in this type of training. 

The funds requested for administrative expenses are based on experi 
ence as to the staff of engineers, architects, inspectors, and auditors 
as well as other objects of expense required in the construction of ships 
of this size. The estimated requirement is to cover the entire con 
struction period. 


CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 


Senator Hottanp. A question there. What would be the construe 
tion period ? 

Mr. Morse. That is in large part controlled by the reactor which 
would be installed. If it was a commercial utilization of the Nautilus 
reactor, I believe the Atomic Energy Commission estimates it to be 
about 27 months. If it is to be an improved design reactor, it will 
increase up to as much as 42 months. Three and a half years. 

Senator Hoitianp. Well, both of those figures would exceed the 
time requirements for the construction of a conventional ship of this 
size; would they ? 

Mr. Morse. Yes, sir. The limiting factor is the reactor rather than 
the hull. 

Senator Hotianp. So that there is no reason why your program 
may not fit squarely into the time limits prescribed by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Mr. Morse. No reason at all. 

Senator Horianp. All right. 

Mr. Morse. We believe it to be of prime importance that construc- 
tion of a nuclear-powered ship be started promptly. It is not ex- 
pected that the first merchant ship will be economically competitive. 
There is no doubt, however, that nuclear power will play a major 
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role in the merchant marine of the future. The defense value of nu- 
clear-powered ships is greatly enhanced by their ability to remain 
at sea for long periods without the necessity for refueling. The build- 
ing of such ships in any volume is dependent upon a privately owned 
fleet of ships which are competitive in cost of construction and in 
commercial operation. Development of the commercially feasible 
ship, however, can be accomplished only through the experimental 
construction and operation of pilot models. Such development should 
be initiated at the earliest possible date. It is essential to the na- 
tional defense and to the prestige and competitive position of the 
American merchant fleet that this Nation be the first to operate a mer- 
chant ship propelled by nuclear power. It is our understanding that 
funds are now available to the Atomic Energy Commission for their 
share of the cost of this ship. Approval of this supplemental request 


will permit construction of the ship to go forward without further 
delay. 


t 


PILOT MODELS 


Senator Hotianp. I notice you use the plural by stating that the 
development of a commercially feasible ship of this kind can be ac- 
complished only through the ‘experimental construction and opera- 
tion of pilot models. 

Do you mean that other models in addition to this prototype which 
you are asking the appropriation for will also have to be constructed ? 

Mr. Morse. I would anticipate that several vears forward, after 
this ship has been built and operated, we would come forward with 
i request for additional pilot models to establish the feasibility and | 
pick up the improvements in operating conditions that will be de- 
veloped by this first model. 

Senator Hottanp. But you did not mean to have several methods 
of approach in this first venture / 

Mr. Morse. No, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. 

Mr. Morsr. That concludes my statement, Senator. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, gentlemen. Who is next ? 

Admiral Forp. We have nothing further, sir. 

Senator HoLttanp. Was there a gentleman here from the Atomic 
Energy Commission ¢ 

Mr. Gopwin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Godwin, do you wish to add to the statement 
just made ? 

Mr. Gopwry. I have nothing to add to it, no, sir. 

Senator HoLttanp. Does the Atomic E nergy Commission expect to 
have a supplemental budget item covering this same prototype ship 
for our hearing ¢ 


AEC FUNDS IN REGULAR BUDGET 


Mr. Minter (James A. Miller, Deputy Assistant Controller for 

sudgets, AEC). Sir, the provision was made in our 1957 budget for 
both the construction of the reactor and for the fabrication of the 
necessary fuel. And while our bill is still being reported out by the 
House committee, it is my understanding that the funds have been 
approved by that committee. This of course is an informal under- 
standing. 
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Senator HoLtianp. You are in the second supplemental bill, the 
-ame one that this is? 

Mr. Minter. Our entire program is in that bill. 

Senator Horianp. Then if | understand you, the bill is now in proc- 
ess of being reported out by the House Appropriations Committee 

ing your annual budget and also this and other items. 

Mr. Minter. This and other items, yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. You expect to have that out in time for action by 

is session, do you not? 

Mr. Miter. I am informed that it will be over to this committee 
Fomorrow. 

Senator Horzanp. All right. Any further testimony ? 

(ll right, gentlemen. Thank you. 


FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
PITTSFORD, VT., FISH HATCHERY 
(See p. 252) 


Chairman Haypen. Earlier in the hearings we heard from Senator 
anders with respect to funds for completion of construction at Pitts- 

ord, Vt., of the Holden fish hatchery. The committee has received a 

idget estimate in the amount of $290,000 for this fae ility. 

The justifications for this estimate will be included in the record. 

‘The justification referred to follows :) 


Construction 


| 
| Difference 
Present! ] sed increase ( 
vailabl mate or 
decre iS¢ 
Fish facilities ‘ 
Fish hatchery facilities $1, 471, OO $1, H91, OO +-$220, 000 
Wildlife facilities 1. OOO. f 1, 000, 000 
PO itninnne's phe siia ‘ 2, 471, O04 2, 691, 004 +291), 000 


a) Fish hatchery facilities, increase, $220,000 
Development of the trout hatchery at Pittsford, Vt., $22,000—Work to be 
complished : 
Combination building, including hatching room, fish-food preparation 
and storage rooms, office, equipment storage and shop_-_-_- <i _ $80, 000 
Concrete raceways, 16 double raceways, 8 feet x 100 feet_____ - 80, OOO 


Water supply and drainage lines, 3,000 feet of 10 inches and 16 inches__ 12, 000 
Quarters for one permanent employee___------~- ; sites ae ceaie ass 5 
Ne nn Ao ichaoeimiavub nti aereemegenininn 1, 500 

Equipment, fish-cultural and maintenane RE eee iS od eee 9, 000 

Engineering and contingencies_______-_~- 7 pa ee ; 22, 500 
a a a Clie a re iia Baa a : 290, 000 


This hatchery was established in 1909 and is located in the western part of 
Vermont, near the Green Mountain National Forest. Operations are carried on 
n cooperation with the State of Vermont. It was originally constructed as an 
experimental hatchery, and the rearing facilities were designed to hold and rear 
small trout fingerlings. Although it served the purpose of experimental work, 
the layout is inadequate for large-scale production. There is a heavy demand 
for legal-sized trout for restocking purposes in the State, due to increased use 
by tourists. The Green Mountain National Forest is in need of additional trout 
to carry on the management program as outlined and planned for the hatchery. 
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An ample water supply is available for the expansion of rearing facilities. In 
fiscal year 1956, Congress provided $12,000 to initiate the reconstruction program 
at the Pittsford hatchery, and in the fiscal year 1957, $20,000 was appropriated 
for continuance of this program. The sum of $220,000 is needed in addition to 
funds which have been provided to complete the reconstruction program. 


Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Chairman Haypren. A telegram from the Springfield Civic Associ- 
ation on subject of Burke Airport will be inserted in the record. 
(The telegram referred to follows: ) 


SPRINGFIELD Civic ASSOCIATION, 


Springfield, Va., July 21, 1956. 
Senator CarL HaypDEN, 


Senate Appropriations Committee: 

The Springfield Civie Association, representing an area 3 to 6 miles from Burk-, 
reiterates its opposition to an airport at that location as detrimental to our fast- 
growing suburban community and wish this opposition to be registered with your 
committee. We urge careful consideration of all alternatives. 

JOSEPH WHEELER, 
President, Springfield Civic Association. 


Chairman Haypen. If there is nothing further, this closes the 
hearings. 


(Whereupon, at 5:20 p. m., Friday, July 20, 1956, the hearing was 
closed.) 
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